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CASES 


ARGUED   AND  DETERMINED 


THE   ROLLS    COURT. 


1865. 
DEAN  V.  ALLEN-  v^^,^ 

I  Feb.  17. 

N  this  case,  an  order  had  been  made  for  the  adminis-  where  an 

tration  of  the  estate  of  the  testator,  William  Beer,  ^^^^^  ^f  **?*»■ 
...  '  '  nittered  and 

and  an  inquiry  had  been  directed,  whether  his  executors  the  residue 

or  his  estate  were  under  any  liability  in  respect  of  lease-  |l^^"jr  jJJ^o'ider 
hold  covenants,  and  whether  the  executors  were  entitled  ofthe  Court, 
to  any  indemnity  in  respect  thereof.  wiU  bL^"^"^ 

tected,  and  a 

It  appeared  that,  in  1798,  a  house  and  premises  had  not  afterwards 
been  demised  to  the  testator  for  ninety-three  years,  at  a  ^^e^Wm  at  ^ 
rent  of  seven  guineas  and  a  half,  and  by  the  lease  the  law. 
testator  covenanted  to  pay  the  rent  and  taxes,  and  to  cv^oft 
repair  and  keep  in  repair.    This  property  was  let  for  l«««f«  ^^Id 

63Z.    In  1802,  twenty-three  acres  of  land,  on  which  ftirther  indem- 

were"^*3ragainBt 
the  covenants 
than  the  personal  indemnity  of  the  residuary  legatees. 
VOL.  XX.  B 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1855.  ^^^  ^^^  erected  a  large  mann&ctory  and  other  boild- 
ingB,  and  twenty-nine  cottages,  were  demised  to  the 
testator  for  eighty  years,  at  a  rent  of  1672.  The  testator 
had  entered  into  similar  covenants  in  respect  of  this 
property,  the  rental  of  which  was  stated  to  be  about 
1,000/.  a  year.  The  testator  was  in  possession  of  ano- 
ther small  leasehold  as  mortgagee,  but  no  great  stress 
was  laid  on  this.  The  property  had  been  sold  by  the 
executors,  and  the  purchasers  had  entered  into  the  usual 
indemnity  coTcnants. 

The  executors  required  a  sum  of  3,0002.,  to  be  retained 
to  answer  the  liabilities,  if  any,  which  might  arise  under 
the  testator's  covenants,  but  the  Chief  Clerk  certified^ 
that  the  executors  were  not  entitled  to  any  indemnity. 
A  summons  was  taken  out  to  show  cause  why  the  cer- 
tificate should  not  be  varied  in  respect  to  the  indemnity, 
and  it  now  came  before  the  Court  for  ai^ument 

Mr.  Hallett,  for  the  executors.  The  testator  was  the 
original  lessee,  and  it  will  therefore  be  impossible  for 
the  executors  to  release  themselves,  or  the  testator's 
estate  from  the  liability  under  the  covenants.  This 
will  therefore  continue  until  the  expiration  of  the 
leases,  and  down  to  that  time,  the  testator's  estate 
and  the  executors  to  the  extent  of  the  assets,  will 
be  liable  for  any  breaches  of  covenant  which  may 
be  committed.  Towards  the  expiration  of  the  lease, 
the  property  will  necessarily  become  dilapidated,  and 
the  executors  may  then  be  sued  on  the  covenants.  The 
right  of  the  executors  to  be  indemnified  is  clearly  set- 
tled by  a  long  series  of  cases,  as  Simmons  v.  BaUand  (a) ; 
Hawkins  v.  Day  (6) ;  Vernon  v.  The  Earl  of  Egmont  (c) ; 

Cochrane 

(a)  3  Mer.  547.  (c)  1  BLL  (N. S.)  554. 

(h)  Ambler,  160. 
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Cochrane  v.  Robinson  (a);   Fletcher  v.  Stevenson  (b) ;       1865, 
Dobson  V.  Carpenter  (c) ;  Hickling  v.  Boyer  (rf). 

The  decree  of  the  Court  would  not  protect  the  exe- 
cutors; they  would  be  liable  at  law  under  the  cove- 
nants, and  it  seems,  that  in  equity,  the  lessors  would 
not  be  deprived  of  their  legal  remedy.  In  Simmons  v. 
BoUand{e)j  Sir  William  Grant  expressly  states  this: — 
**  No  decree  that  I  can  make  will  bind  the  corporation 
of  Canterbury^*  (the  lessors),  *'  or  protect  the  executors 
against  their  demand."  [The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I 
think  the  contrary  has  been  held.  Lord  Cottenham,  in 
Knatchbull  v.  Fearnhead  (/),  said,  **  that  where  an  ex- 
ecutor passes  his  accounts  in  this  Court,  he  is  discharged 
from  further  liability,  and  the  creditor  is  left  to  his 
remedy  against  the  legatees ;  but,  if  he  pays  away  the 
residue  without  passing  his  accounts  in  Court,  he  does 
it  at  his  own  risk/'  I  apprehend  that  where  the  estate 
is  administered  by  this  Court,  the  executor  is  perfectly 
safe,  and  that  the  Court  would  not  allow  a  creditor  to 
sue  the  executor  at  law  after  he  had  paid  over  the 
residue  under  an  order  of  this  Court] 

This  is  not  the  case  of  a  debt  which  could  be  proved 
under  the  decree,  but  there  is  a  mere  contingent  liability, 
which  it  is  the  duty  of  the  executors  to  provide  for. 
He  also  cited  Norman  v.  Baldry  (g) ;  Atkinson  v. 
Grey{h);  Wright  v.  Adams  (i);  Shadbolt  v.  Wood- 
faU{h). 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  W.  D.  Lewis,  for  the  Plaintiff, 

were  not  heard. 

The 

(a)  11  Sim.  379.  (e)  6  Sim.  621. 

(6)  3  Hare,  360.  (A)  1  Sm<de  ^  Giffard,  577. 


(e)  12  Beao.  370.  (i)  Vice-ChaiicelIorXiiiien%p 
(d)  3  Mac  4-  G.  635.                   January,  12,  1855. 

(f )  3  Mer.  554.  (k)  2  Collyer,  30. 
(/)  ZMyLSfCrATl^. 
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7^  Masteb  of  the  Rolls. 

This  Court  will,  do  doubt,  direct  au  iodeiiiDity  to  be 
given  to  executors,  against  the  testators  unsatisfied 
covenants,  but,  I  think,  that  in  this  case  they  run  no 
risk.  Where  an  executor,  giving  the  Court  all  the  in- 
formation he  possesses,  acts  under  the  order  of  this 
Court,  he  will  be  protected  from  liability  under  all  cir- 
cumstances. This  is  stated  by  Sir  James  Wtffram^  in 
Fletcher  v.  Stevenson  (a),  and  I  cannot  think  that  Sir 
William  Grant,  in  Simmons  v.  SoUand(jb)  really  in- 
tended to  question  that  proposition.  It  was  the  duty, 
no  doubt,  of  these  executors  to  bring  forward  the  matter, 
and,  for  their  own  safety,  to  see  that  in  the  administra- 
tion of  the  estate  the  rights  of  contingent  creditors 
were  protected  ;  for  though  there  was  no  liability  at  the 
testator's  death,  yet  the  obligations  under  the  covenants 
might  afterwards^  become  debts,  and  it  was  therefore 
proper  to  secure  these  contingent  creditors. 

In  directing  an  indemnity  to  be  given  to  executors, 
the  Court  looks  at  the  reasonable  probability  of  there 
being  any  future  demands  against  the  estate,  and  in 
a  large  number  of  cases,  it  has  considered  the  per- 
sonal security  of  the  persons  who  receive  the  estate, 
and  their  undertaking  to  refund,  in  case  any  proceed- 
ings should  be  adopted  against  the  executors,  to  be 
suflScient.  In  this  case,  the  executors  have  not  only 
the  indemnity  of  the  purchasers,  but  an  additional  cir- 
cumstance,'which  affords  a  very  strong  security,  namely, 
that  the  property  itself  is  held  on  very  small  ground 
rents,  compared  with  the  rack  rent.  In  such  cases, 
landlords  do  not  enforce  the  covenants,  but  prefer,  as 
more  beneficial  to  themselves,  forfeiting  the  lease.    This 

Court 
(a)  3  Hare,  370.  (b)  3  Mer.  554. 
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Court  is  well  aware  that  such  is  the  ordinary  way  in 
which  landlords  enforce  the  due  performance  of  the 
covenants  of  a  lease,  and  that  they  bring  an  action  of 
ejectment,  which  is  not  abandoned  until  the  property  is 
placed  in  a  proper  state  of  repair.  In  this  case,  one  pro- 
perty, held  at  a  ground  rent  of  11.  Ms,  6d.,  is  let  at  a  rent 
of  60 guineas  a  year;  another  property,  held  at  167 L per 
annum,  is  let  for  1,000/.  This  circumstance,  coupled 
with  the  indemnity  of  the  purchasers,  appears  to  me  to 
be  such  a  sufficient  protection,  both  for  the  payment  of 
anything  which  may  be  claimed,  and  against  any  pro- 
ceedings which  may  be  adopted  against  the  executors 
or  their  representatives,  as  to  induce  me  to  say,  that  a 
personal  indemnity  of  the  residuary  legatees  is,  in  this 
case,  sufficient. 


1855. 


It  would  be  a  proceeding  harsh  in  the  extreme,  where 
it  is  more  than  problematical  whether  any  claim  will 
ever  be  made,  to  tie  up  a  sum  of  3,000/.  in  Court  until 
1882,  and  1891,  and  during  that  time,  deprive  these 
legatees  of  all  enjoyment  of  it.  Though  I  think  it 
very  proper  for  the  executors  to  have  brought  the  point 
before  the  Court,  I  do  not  consider  it  necessary  to  give 
any  further  indemnity  than  the  personal  indemnity  of 
tbose  persons  to  whom  the  money  will  be  paid. 


Note. — It  appears  from  the  argument  in  Simmont  v.  Bolland^  3 
Mer,  550,  that  that  suit  was  not  for  the  general  administration  of 
the  estate,  and  this  circumstance  might  therefore  justify  the  observa- 
tions of  Sir  William  Grant  (p.  554),  that  the  decree  would  not  protect 
the  executors;  but  the  expression  which  follows, ''  if  the  bond  should 
hereafter  be  forfeited,"  is  clearly  erroneous. — C.  JB. 
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/«*.!».  GREEN  V.  DUNN. 

Feb.  14. 

A  testatrix  dc-    AfARY  COLLING,  by  her  will,  bearbg  date  the 
E  to  A.  B.  '  ^^^^  April,  1847,  made  separate  dispositions  by 

abwiutely,  and  dgyjge  of  four  different  portions  of  her  real  estate.    The 

•*  all  her  free- 

boldly  &c.  not  first  portion,  called  the  Aislaby  Estate,  subject  to  cer- 

de?i«ed"^to*     ^^^  small  annuities  chained  thereon,  she  devised  to 

A.B.fox  Thomas  Colpitis  Grainger  for  life,  with  remainder  to 

remdnden       ^^^  ^^^  ^"^  other  sons,  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to 

over.    A.  B.    bis  daughters  and  their  mother,  as  joint  tenants,  for  life, 
diedinthete*-      .,        ^      .  .    ,  ,  .    \  ,!. 

tatrix's  life.       With  a  contingent  remainder  to  the  survivor  m  fee.     it 

wulte^E'*^*   2%oma«  Colpitis  Grainger  left  no  son,  or  daughter,  or 

passed  under     widow,  then  she  devised  the  estate  to  John  Colpitis 

dcTiie!'  ""^     Dean,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons, 

in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  his  daughters,  as  tenants 

in  common,  in  tail,  with  cross  remainders  between  them, 

and  with  an  ultimate  remainder  to  the  right  heirs  of  the 

testatrix. 


The  second  portion  of  her  real  estate,  called  the 
Blackwell  Estate,  the  testatrix  devised  to  John  Colpitis 
Dean,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other 
sons,  in  tail  male,  with  cross  remainders  between  them, 
with  remainder  to  the  daughters  of  John  Colpitis  Dean, 
as  tenants  in  common,  in  tail,  with  cross  remainders 
between  them,  and  in  default  of  such  issue,  upon  such 
trusts  as  *'  are  hereinafter  expressed  or  declared  con- 
cerning my  residuary  freehold  and  copyhold  estate 
respectively."  The  will  then  contained  a  proviso,  that 
if  John  Colpitis  Dean,  or  any  of  his  male  issue,  should 
come  into  possession  of  the  Aislaby  Estate  by  reason  of 
the  failure  of  the  p^vious  limitations,  then  the  Black" 

well 
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well  Estate  should  be  held  upon  trasts  therein  described,       1856. 
▼iz.  upon  the  same  trusts  **  as  are  hereinafter  expressed 
and  declared  concerning  my  residuary  freehold  and 
copyhold  estate." 

The  testatrix  then  devised  the  third  portion  of  her 
estates,  being  her  property  at  JEscomb,  Headlam  and 
Coekfield,  in  the  county  of  Durham,  to  her  sister  Mar- 
garet Colpitis  in  fee. 

The  fourth  remaining  portion  of  her  real  estates  the 
testatrix  devised  in  these  words : — **  I  hereby  give  and 
devise  all  my  freehold,  copyhold  and  leasehold  mes- 
suages, lands,  tenements  and  hereditaments,  not  herein- 
before  devised**  unto  trustees,  their  heirs,  &c.,  upon 
trust  that  they  "  shall,  from  time  to  time,  pay  the 
rents,  issues  and  profits  of  the  same  unto  my  said  sister 
Margaret  Colpitis,  during  her  life,  and  after  her  decease, 
upon  trust  to  pay  the  said  rents,  issues  and  profits  unto 
my  nieces,  viz.  Eliza  Ann  Grainger^  Mien  Cfreen, 
Jane  Benning,  Charlotte  Bourne  and  Mary  Jane  Cojje- 
land,  and  the  survivors  of  them,  in  equal  shares,  during 
their  lives ;  and  when  it  shall  happen  that  there  shall  be 
but  one  of  my  said  nieces  surviving,  then  my  said 
trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  shall  stand  seised 
and  possessed  of  the  said  freehold,  copyhold  and  lease- 
hold estates,  last  hereinbefore  devised,  in  trust  for  such 
surviving  niece,  her  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and 
assigns,  according  to  the  nature  and  quality  of  the  same 
estates  respectively." 

The  will  then  directed  the  rents  and  profits  to  be 
applied  for  the  maintenance,  &c.,  of  the  persons  for  the 
time  being  beneficially  interested,  during  their  mi- 
norities ;  and  the  testatrix  gave  all  her  personal  estate 
to  her  trustees,  upon  trust,  to  conyert  and   invest  in 

government 
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1855.  government  or  real  securities^  and  stand  possessed 
thereof  on  like  trusts,  in  favour  of  Margaret  Colpitis 
and  the  five  nieces. 

Margaret  Colpitis,  the  sister  of  the  testatrix,  died  on 
the  15th  of  August,  1849.  On  the  8th  of  December 
following^  the  testatrix  made  a  codicil  to  her  will,  by 
which  she  substituted  another  gentleman  as  trustee  in 
the  place  of  one  of  those  named  in  her  original  will, 
and  she  revoked  and  altered  some  portion  of  the  dispo- 
sitions of  her  will  relative  to  the  Aislahy  and  JBlackwell 
Estates ;  but  she  left  the  devise  of  the  Escomb,  Head- 
lam  and  Cockfield  Estates  to  her  sister  untouched, 
although  she  was  then  dead;  and  she  left,  also,  the 
residuary  devise  untouched.  The  testatrix  made  four 
other  codicils  to  her  will,  but  by  none  of  them  did  she 
vary  the  devises  of  the  two  last  portions  of  her  property. 
By  the  fifth  she  gave  the  residue  of  her  personal  estate, 
after  payment  of  debts,  &c.,  to  her  five  nieces  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  their  children  respectively. 

The  testatrix  herself  died  in  April,  1850,  leaving  her 
five  nieces  all  surviving. 

Margaret  Colpitis  having  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testatrix,  the  devise  to  her  of  the  Escomb,  Headlam  and 
Cockfield  Estates  lapsed,  and  the  question  was,  whether 
those  estates  fell  into  the  residue  and  passed  by  the 
residuary  devise,  or  whether  they  devolved  upon  the 
heir  at  law  of  the  testatrix;  this  turned  principally 
upon  the  effect  of  the  25th  section  of  the  Wills  Act 
(1  Vict.  c.  26),  which  enacts,  that  unless  a  contrary  in* 
tention  shall  appear  by  the  will,  such  real  estate,  as 
shall  be  comprised  in  any  devise  which  shall  fail,  shall 
be  included  in  the  residuary  devise. 

On 
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On  behalf  of  the  heir,  it  was  said,  that  a  contrary  1855. 
intention  did  appear  in  this  case,  and  thait  consequently 
the  old  rule  of  law  prevailed,  under  which  the  devise 
lapsed,  and  the  estate  descended  to  the  heir  at  law. 
First,  because  the  testatrix  had  interpreted  and  ex- 
pressed her  meaning  by  saying,  in  effect : — I  devise  my 
estates  at  A,  B.  and  C.  to  one,  and  **  All  my  freehold, 
copyhold  and  leasehold  messuages,  lands,  tenements 
and  hereditaments  not  hereinbefore  devised,^*  to  other 
persons;  which  latter  was  a  specific  devise  of  those 
lands  only  which  did  not  answer  the  prior  local  descrip- 
tion. Secondly,  because  the  testatrix  could  not  possibly 
have  meant,  by  the  residuary  devise,  to  give  to  her  sister, 
Mcergaret  Colpitts^  a  life  estate  in  property,  which  she 
had  previously,  by  the  same  will,  devised  to  her  in  fee. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  argued,  on  behalf  of  the 
residuary  devisees,  that  this  was  a  common  residuary 
devise  and  comprehended  every  estate  not  otherwise 
validly  and  effectually  disposed  of,  and  included  lapsed 
devises;  and  as  to  the  alleged  local  description,  the 
phrase  '*  hereinbefore  devised,''  could  only  mean  a 
previous  devise  which  took  effect.  That  the  25th  sec- 
tion of  the  Wills  Act  was  express, — that  all  devises 
which  failed  shall  be  included  in  the  residuary  devise. 
Secondly,  that  there  was  no  inconsistency,  for  the  re- 
siduary devise  could  only  operate  on  the  Escomb  estate 
in  the  event  of  Margaret  Colpitts  predeceasing  the  tes- 
tatrix, and  of  her  taking  nothing  in  it,  although  the  de- 
vise might  operate  in  her  favour  as  to  the  other  estates ; 
besides  which  the  republication  after  her  death  put  the 
matter  beyond  doubt.  They  cited  Seifferth  v.  Bad- 
ham  (a) ;  Mostyn  v.  Mostyn  {J>) ;  Teatt  v.  Strong  (c) ; 
1  Jarman  on  Wills  {d). 

Mr. 

(a)  9  Bew.  370.  910;  1  W.  Black.  200. 

(6)  3  DeG.  Macn.Sf  G.  140.        (d)  Pages  593,  599. 
(f)  3  Bro.  P.  C.  219 ;  2  Burr. 
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Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Speed,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  jRoupell  and  Mr.  Bromehead,  for  Defendants,  in 
the  same  interest. 

Mr.  Llatfd  and  Mr.  Faber,  for  other  Defendants, 
cited  Church  v.  Mundy  (a) ;  Goodtitle  d.  Daniel  v. 
Miles  (b);  Doe  d.  Nether  cote  v.  Bar  tie  (c^  Saumarez 
V.  Saumarez  {d);  Miller  v.  Huddlestone  (e) ;  Strong  v. 
rea«(/). 

Mr.  Smythe,  for  Henry  JTiomas  Grainger  and  his 
mother,  claimed  one-third  by  lapse. 

Mr.  GreenCf  for  Martha  Colpitts,  the  other  co-heiress, 
cited  Cofe  V.  Scott  (g) ;  Douglas  v.  Douglas  (A). 

Mr.  JETsi^,  for  two  of  the  nieces  and  residuary 
legatees,  cited  Williams  v.  Goodtitle  (t)- 

Mr.  iZ.  Palmer,  in  reply. 

2%e  Master  o/"  the  Rolls  referred  to  Culsha  v. 
Cheese {k);  but  reserved  judgment,  to  enable  him  to 
examine  the  authorities. 


Feb.  14.  ?^c  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  here  is  the  effect  of  the  statute  of 

7  William  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  26,  on  the  will  of  Mary 

Colling^  a  testatrix,  who  died  on  the  26th  of  April, 

18/)0.    The  question  is,  whether  the  Bscomb,  Headlam 

and  Cockfield  Estates,  the  devise  of  which  has  lapsed 

by 

{a)  12  res.  426;  15  Fes.  396.  912. 

(6)  6  East,  494.  (g)  1  H.  ^  Tw.  477;  1  Mac 

(c)  5B,^A.  492.  4"  G.  518. 

(rf)  4  MvL  4-  Cr.  331.  (h)  1  Kay,  400. 

(e)  3  ^lac.  ^  G.  513.  (i)  10  B.  4"  Cr.  895. 

(/)  3  Bro.  P.  C.  219 ;  2  B«rr.        (A)  7  Hare,  236. 
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by  reason  of  the  death  of  the  devisee,  fall  into  and  pass  1856. 
by  the  residuary  devise,  or  whether  these  estates  go  to 
the  heir  at  law  of  the  testatrix*  In  favour  of  the  heir 
at  law,  it  is  contended,  that  the  words  of  the  26th 
section  of  the  statote  do  not  apply,  inasmoch  as  a  con- 
trary intention  appears  on  the  face  of  the  will ;  first,  by 
reason  of  the  peculiar  description  of  the  property  in  this 
residuary  devise,  which  it  is  contended  points  to  local 
description ;  and  secondly,  by  reason  of  the  inconsist- 
ency of  the  disposition  which  such  a  construction  would 
give  rise  to ;  for  it  is  contended,  that  it  is  impossible  to 
suppose  that  the  testatrix  could  have  intended  to  give 
her  sister  a  life  estate  in  a  property  the  devise  of  which 
could  only  take  effect  by  reason  of  the  decease  of  that 
very  sister.  Although  I  reserved  my  judgment,  in  order 
that  I  might  have  an  opportunity  of  considering  the 
cases,  I  do  not  think  that  much  difficulty  exists  in  it,  or 
that  the  claim  of  the  residuary  devisee  can  be  success- 
fully resisted. 

After  attentively  considering,  I  dissent  from  the  argu- 
ment derived  from  the  description.  The  description  is 
in  these  words,  viz.  ''  My  freehold^  copyhold  and  lease- 
hold hereditaments  not  hereinbefore  devised"  I  am 
unable  to  acquiesce  in  the  argument  which  would  treat 
these  as  merely  a  short  mode  of  describing  the  estates, 
in  various  other  places,  the  names  of  which  were  for 
brevity  sake  omitted.  No  doubt  all  devises  of  laud, 
whether  residuary  or  otherwise,  are  specific;  and  no 
doubt  also,  in  one  sense,  a  residuary  devise,  like  a 
residuary  bequest,  is  only  a  short  mode  of  enumerating 
all  the  testatrix  has  not  previously  disposed  of;  but 
different  consequences  follow  from  the  use  of  these 
general  words.  In  the  case  of  land,  by  force  of  the 
statute,  and  in  the  case  of  personal  estate,  by  the  long 
settled  law,  if  the  property  be  disposed  of  by  general 

terms 
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1856.  terms  instead  of  by  particular  enumeration,  it  includes 
not  merely  the  property  not  previously  disposed  of  at 
the  date  of  the  will,  but  also  all  the  property,  which,  at 
the  death  of  the  testator,  when  the  will  became  opera- 
tive, has,  by  force  of  any  events,  become  undisposed  of. 
But  I  am  unable  to  find  any  just  distinction  upon 
which  the  Court  could  properly  act  between  a  devise  in 
these  words,  viz.  "  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  my  free- 
hold, copyhold  and  leasehold  estates,"  and  a  devise  in 
the  words,  viz.  "  all  my  freehold,  copyhold  and  lease- 
hold estates  not  hereinbefore  devised."  Undoubtedly 
no  distinction  could  have  been  properly  drawn  between 
these  two  forms  of  expression,  if  they  had  been  applied 
to  a  residuary  bequest  of  personal  estate,  and  I  am 
unable  to  find  any  distinction  in  the  case  of  a  residuary 
devise.  The  circumstance  that  all  devises  are  specific 
explains  how  the  doctrine  arose,  which  the  statute  has 
thought  fit  to  amend,  but  cannot,  in  my  opinion,  vary 
the  natural  meaning  of  the  words. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  this  is  an  ordinary 
residuary  devise,  and  I  am  confirmed  in  this  view  of  the 
subject,  by  the  circumstance,  that  the  testatrix  has,  in 
two  other  places  in  her  will,  which  I  have  mentioned, 
herself  so  treated  it. 

The  second  argument  in  favour  of  the  heir  at  law 
appears  to  me  to  be  equally  inefiicacious  in  leading  to 
the  conclusion  desired.  Two  observations  are  to  be 
made  on  this  will,  either  of  which  are  decisive,  in  my 
opinion,  against  the  contention  of  the  heir  at  law.  The 
first  is,  that  other  property,  besides  that  devised  to 
Margaret  Colpitis,  might  have  fallen  into  and  passed 
by  the  residuary  devise,  besides  the  property  not  before 
disposed  of  by  her  will.  For  instance,  the  Blackwell 
Estate  was  so  devised,  that,  in  the  event  either  of  a 

failure 
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failure  of  issue  of  John  Colpitis  Dean,  or  of  his  coming 
into  possession  of  the  Aislahy  Estate,  by  reason  of 
the  failure  of  the  previous  limitations  in  favour  of 
Thomas  C  Grainger  and  his  issue,  it  was  to  fall  into 
the  residue. 

This,  therefore,  removes  the  inconsistency  which 
might  be  relied  upon,  if  none  but  the  property  devised 
to  Margaret  Colpitis  could,  in  any  event,  have  lapsed 
or  passed  by  the  residuary  devise,  other  than  the  pro- 
perty included  in  it  when  the  will  was  made. 

The  second  observation  is  this: — ^That  the  testatrix 
has  republished  her  will,  and  left  these  dispositions 
unchanged,  after  the  death  of  her  sister,  and  when  she 
was  aware  that  the  sister  could  take  nothing  under  her 
will.  The  will  and  codicil,  therefore,  must  be  read 
together,  as  if  made  at  this  date, — why  did  she  not 
notice  that  circumstance  and  make  a  corresponding 
alteration  in  the  will  ?  The  answer  appears  to  me  to  be 
obvious ;  she  believed  that  the  effect  of  the  lapse  would 
simply  be  to  throw  the  property  devised  to  her  sister 
into  the  residue,  and  to  accelerate  the  estates  to  her 
nieces  therein,  so  as  to  take  effect  immediately  on  her 
own  decease.  And  this  is,  in  my  opinion,  the  correct 
construction  of  the  will ;  and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  this 
is  the  ordinary  case  to  meet  which  the  clause  in  the 
statute  was  introduced  : — that  this  is  a  residuary  devise 
which  passes  the  estates  included  in  the  devise  to  Mar^ 
garei  Colpitis^  and  which  has  lapsed  by  reason  of  her 
death  before  that  of  the  testatrix,  and  that  nothing  is  to 
be  found  in  this  will,  from  whence  a  contrary  intention 
can  be  discovered. 

I  will  make  a  declaration,  therefore,  and  decree  ac- 
cordingly. 


14 
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1865. 


Marchj  8, 19. 
The  affidavit 
in  support  of 
an  application 
for  an  order  to 
appoint  a 
guardian  to 
concur,  on 
behalf  of  an 
infant,  in  a 
special  case 
under  Sir  G. 
Ttamer*%  Act, 
ought  to  be 
intituled  **  In 
the  matter  of 
the  act"  and 
"  In  the 
matter  of  the 
infant,"  and 
not  *<  In  the 
special 


STAR  r,  NEWBERY. 

A  N  order  having  been  made  in  ibis  case,  for  the 
-^^^  appointment  of  a  guardian  to  concur  in  a  special 
case  under  Sir  George  Tumer^s  Act  (a),  on  behalf  of 
an  infant,  the  Registrar  refused  to  pass  the  order,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  affidavit  as  to  the  fitness  of  the 
proposed  guardian  was  entitled  In  the  special  case, 
whereas  it  ought  to  have  been  entitled  **  In  the  matter 
of  the  infant,** 

Mr.  Tudor,  on  behalf  of  the  infant,  applied  to  the 
Court  to  allow  the  order  to  be  passed  without  another 
affidavit,  or,  at  all  events,  upon  the  amendment  of  the 
present  affidavit.  He  stated,  that  the  practice  of  the 
Registrars  in  cases  of  this  kind  was  not  uniform,  affida- 
vits similarly  entitled  having  been  considered  by  one  of 
the  Registrars  to  be  regular. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion  that  the 
affidavit  ought  to  be  entitled,  not  only  *'  In  the  matter 
of  the  infant,"  but  also  ^'  In  the  matter  of  the  act."  He 
thought,  that  it  was  irregular  to  entitle  the  affidavit "  In 
the  special  case,"  inasmuch  as  at  the  time  when  the 
affidavit  was  filed,  the  special  case  was  not  on  the  file, 
and  could  not,  therefore,  be  considered  as  in  existence. 
The  affidavit,  he  said,  ought  therefore  to  be  amended  by 
entitling  it  '*  In  the  matter  of  the  act  and  in  the  matter 
of  the  infant." 


(o)  13  &  14  rtct.  c.  35,  8. 5. 
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JEFFERIES  V.  MICHELL.  Feb.s.o. 

Gift  to  "  my 
rilHE  testator  by  his  will,  dated  in  1844,  expressed  ^*"^' 

himself  as  follows : — "  After  the  payment  of  my  K  B."  There 
debts,  I  give  my  wife,  Mary  Michell,  20/.,  and  17/,  per  J^tVamef 
year  during  her  life.'*    He  then  devised  several  real  one  of  them 
estates  and  bequeathed  several  legacies  ^'in  cash"  to  visiting  ^e 

different  members  of  his  family.     He  then  proceeded  as  testator  and 

much  noticed 
follows  :-^''  I  give  my  granddaughter,  Elizabeth  Bawden,  by  him,  and 

160/.  in  cash;  my  son  John  200/.  in  cash,  two  months  J|j^®  ^^^i^^ 

after  my  decease;  my  son  Stephen  260/.;  my  son  Thomas  that  the 

260/.,  and  the  residue  of  my  effects  shall  be  divided  entitWto^the 

equally  between  my  executors,  who  are  to  pay  all  my  legacy. 

bequests  only  to  the  individuals  herein  named."    ''I  mentofhis 

appoint  my  sons  Stephen  and  Thomas  Michell  my  execu-  ^^^"  ^^  *"" 

tors  and  joint  trustees  for  the  aforenamed  persons.''         certain  le- 
gacies, one  of 
150/.  to  £.  £., 
The  testator  died  in  1846.    At  the  date  of  his  will  and  he  di- 

he  had  two  granddaughters  named  Elizabeth  Bawden;  cutorstopay 

one  (the  Plamtiff)  the  daughter  of  Elizabeth  Bawden,  "my  ^T?"^ 

and  the  other  the  daughter  of  Mary  Bawden,    The  viduals  herein 

Plaintiff  came  of  age  in  June,  1846,  and  in  November,  "e^Sr  ow2d  ^ 

1846,  she  married  the  Plaintiff  Jefferies.  E.  B.  1501. 

Held,  that  the 
legacy  was  not 

The  father  of  the  Plaintiff  Mrs.  Jefferies  had  died,  »  wtisfaction 

of  the  debt, 
leaving  her  his  only  child,  then  an  infant  of  a  year  old,  but  that  E,  B. 

and  thereupon  the  testator  took  Mrs.  Jefferies,  whom  JJ^j®"^*^^  ^ 

he  offered  to  adopt,  and  her  mother  to  reside  with  him 

at  bis  house  in  Redruth,  Cornwall ;  they  remained  with 

him  for  a  year  and  a  half,  when  the  mother  married 

Driffield,  with  whom  they  removed  to  Saint  AustelL 

While 
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1855*  While  at  Saint  Austell,  however,  Mrs.  Jefferies  was 
coDstantly  in  the  habit  of  visiting  the  testator,  and 
staying  with  him  for  several  months. 

After  remaining  at  Saint  Austell  for  six  years,  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  Driffield,  and  their  daughter,  returned  to 
Redruth,  where  they  remained  for  two  years,  and  then 
removed  to  Saint  Ives.  While  at  Redruth,  Mrs.  Jeffe- 
ries was  in  the  habit  of  seeing  her  grand&ther  daily, 
and  when  at  Saint  Ives  of  paying  him  constant  visits. 
Her  mother  having  ten  children  by  her  second  marriage, 
the  testator  used,  on  that  account,  to  take  more  notice 
of  her,  and  on  her  returning  to  Redruth  apprenticed  her 
there,  and  paid  the  premium.  In  June,  1844,  she  went 
on  a  visit  to  the  testator,  and  remained  till  the  22nd 
July;  but  there  was  some  discrepancy  in  the  evidence 
as  to  the  visits  at  the  time  the  will  was  made,  and  as 
to  where  she  stayed.  In  a  book  kept  by  the  testator, 
there  were  entries  of  sums  due  to  Elizabeth  Bawden, 
amounting  to  the  sum  of  1502. ;  it  was  not  stated 
which  Elizabeth  Bawden,  but  it  was  admitted  that 
those  sums  were  due  to  Mrs.  Jefferies.  The  other 
Elizabeth  Bawden  was  one  of  five  children  of  another 
daughter  of  the  testator,  and  had  never  resided  with 
nor  been  particularly  noticed  by  him. 

The  executors  having  refused  to  pay  the  legacy  of 
150/.  to  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Jefferies,  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  doubtful  which  granddaughter  was  intended,  the 
latter  filed  this  bill  to  compel  payment. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Barling,  for  the  Plaintiff. 
There  are  two  questions  to  be  decided  in  this  case ;  one 
as  to  the  personal  identity  of  the  legatee,  and  the  other 
whether  the  legacy  is  a  satisfaction  of  the  debt.  As  to 
the  legatee  intended  by  the  testator,  there  is  an  ambi- 
guity, 
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guity,  whicb,  being  latent,  parol  evidence  is  admissible 
to  explain  it.  This  has  accordingly  been  taken,  and 
shows  clearly,  that  the  testator  had  constant  intercourse 
with  and  took  great  interest  in,  Mrs.  Jefferies^  and  that 
he  never  paid  any  particular  attention  to  the  other 
granddaughter.  The  presumption  therefore  is,  that  be 
meant  Mrs.  Jefferies;  Doe  d.  Westlake  v.  Westlake^a). 

As  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  debt  by  the  legacy,  that 
principle  does  not  apply  to  the  present  case ;  for  here 
the  bequests  are  made  **  after  payment  of  the  testator's 
debts,"  and  the  gifl  of  the  residue  to  the  executors  is 
accompanied  with  a  direction  "  to  pay  all  my  bequests 
only  to  the  individuals  herein  named."  Where  there  is 
an  express  direction  for  payment  of  debts  and  legacies 
in  the  will,  a  legacy  to  a  creditor  of  the  testator  is  not 
a  satisfaction  of  a  debt  due  to  him.  Consequently 
Mrs.  Jefferies  is  entitled  to  the  150/.  legacy,  as  well  as 
the  debt;  Field  v.  Mo8tyn(b)\  Lelhbridge  v.  2%ttr- 
low  (c);  2  Rop.  Leg.  (jd) ;  and  see  Hales  v.  Darell(je). 

Mr.  Follelt  and  Mr.  NicholUj  for  the  executors,  contra. 
It  is  impossible  to  ascertain  which  of  the  two  grand- 
daughters was  meant.  It  is  a  mere  matter  of  conjec- 
ture, and  therefore  the  bequest  fails  for  uncertainty. 

Secondly,  the  debt  was  satisfied  by  the  legacy.  It 
is  shown  by  the  account  book  to  have  been  exactly  of 
the  same  amount.  In  Wathen  v.  Smith  (/)  a  covenant 
in  a  settlement,  to  leave  a  sum  by  will,  was  held  to  be 
satisfied  by  a  legacy  to  the  same  amount,  though  fol- 
lowed by  a  general  direction  for  payment  of  debts.     In 

Chancey^s 

{a)  4B,^  Aid,  57.  (d)  Page  1051  (4th  edit). 

(6)  Dick,  543 ;  3  Atutr.SSl,  n.  (e)  3  Beav.  324. 

(c)  15  Bern.  334.  (/)  4  Mad.  325. 

VOL.  XX.  C 
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Chancers  Case  {a\  a  bequest  of  500/.  waa  held  to  be  a 
satisfaction  of  a  bond  debt  for  100/. ;  and  in  Gayncm  v. 
Woad(h\  a  bequest  of  500/.  was  held  to  be  a  satisfac- 
tion of  a  debt  of  200/. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer,  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  the  Plaintiffs  have  made  out  their  case.  On 
the  question  as  to  which  of  the  two  granddaughters  was 
intended,  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  not  so  much 
doubt,  that  the  Court  must  hold  the  gift  void  for  un- 
certainty. The  facts  that  the  Plaintiff  lived  with  the 
testator  one  year  and  a  half  when  a  child,  and  that  he 
offered  to  adopt  her,  are  strong  in  her  favour.  These 
very  account  books,  are  sufficient  to  show  that  the  Plain- 
tiff was  constantly  present  to  his  mind ;  and  he  owed 
her  money,  he  kept  her  accounts  apart,  she  lived  with 
him,  and  he  apprenticed  her.  But  with  respect  to  the 
other  Elizabeth  Bawden,  there  is  a  total  absence  of  any 
evidence  pointing  to  any  close  relation  between  her  and 
the  testator.  When  I  find  the  one  constantly  present 
to  the  testator's  mind  and  the  other  not,  the  natural 
presumption  is,  that  the  legacy  was  intended  for  the 
former.  The  observation  on  the  account  book,  that 
although  the  name  of  Elizabeth  Bawden  is  repeatedly 
stated  in  it,  there  is  nothing  to  mark  which  was  in- 
tended, is  removed  by  the  admission,  that  in  one  place 
the  name  necessarily  referred  to  the  Plaintiff,  to  whom 
the  sum  was  owing,  and  the  presumption  is,  that  the 
same  Elizabeth  Bawden  was  intended  throughout  It 
is  said,  that  probably  the  offer  of  adoption  being  refused, 
the  testator's  preference  might  have  been  removed,  but 
this  is  repelled  by  the  fact  that  they  were  afterwards  on 

very 
(a)  1  P.  Wmi.  408;  10  Mod.  399.  (6)  1  Dick,  331. 
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very  good  terms,  and  constantly  visiting.    I  am  therefore        1866. 

bound  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  Plaintiff  was  ^'^^^^^ 

the  Elizaheth  Bawden  intended,  and  that  this  legacy  of  ^"'J»»'" 

160/.  belongs  to  her.  Michell. 

I  cannot  hold  that  this  legacy  of  160/.  was  a  satis- 
faction of  the  160/.  debt  due  from  the  testator  to  the 
Plaintiff.  In  the  first  place,  he  puts  this  legacy  in  the 
same  situation  as  all  his  other  legacies.  He  says,  **  after 
payment  of  my  debts,"  I  give  certain  legacies  in  cash; 
they  are  all  exactly  in  the  same  position.  It  is  possible 
that  the  testator  supposed  that  this  granddaughter  could 
not  take  both  the  debt  and  legacy ;  but  nothing  is  said 
in  the  will ;  on  the  contrary,  there  is  an  express  direc- 
tion to  pay  both  the  debts  and  the  legacies,  and  the 
legacies  are  to  be  paid  "  to  the  individuals.'* 

The  result  is,  that  if  the  testator  had  a  different  inten- 
tion, he  has  failed  to  express  it,  and  I  therefore  think  that 
both  the  debt  and  legacy  are  payable  to  the  Plaintiff. 


c2 
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1855. 


Jan.  12, 13.  In  re  LANGMEAD's  Trusts. 

¥eb.  13. 
The  partner-      T^ILLIAM    LANGMEAD    and    John    Clark 
^j.^and  Bt^was  Langmead  were  partners  in  a  brewery.     Part  of 

diaaolved  and  their  assets  consisted  of  a  policy  of  assurance  efiected 
A,,  by  deed,      in  the  name  of  Mr.  Windsor y  and  by  him  assigned  to 

agreed  to  eie-  the  partners, 
cute  an  assign-  ^ 

ment  to  B.  of 

Iwp^Jilto''  I»  ^825,  John  Clark  Langmead  retired,  and  by  a 

(part  of  which   deed  executed  by  the  partners  dated  the  6th  oi  February ^ 

policy  of  which  1825,  it  was  agreed  that  the  partnership  should  stand 

the  partners      dissolved :    that  general  releases  should   be  executed 

were  assig- 

nees),  and  B.    between  both  parties ;  that  William  Langmead  should 

ITntA^y'  P*y  ^^  •^^*'*  ^^^^  Langmead  the  sum  of  2,000/.,  and 
the  debts  and  that  in  consideration  thereof,  John  Clark  Langmead 
!?.  against        should  convey  and  assign  to  William  Langmead  all  the 

them.    No       partnership  stock,  and  effects,  and  all  debts  due  to  the 

further  deed        r  r  j 

was  executed,    concern,  together  with  all  mortgages,  bonds,  and  other 

B  alT^'waids  ®®^""^'^®>  ^^'*  *"^  ^^'  benefit  and  advantage  to  arise 
assigned  the  from 

policv  to  a 

Eurcnaser  who 
ad  notice  of  the  deed.  J.'s  executors  were  afterwards  compelled  to  pay  partnership 
debts  which  ought  to  have  been  discharged  by  B.  The  policy  being  adversely  claimed 
by  the  purchaser  and  by  A,'t  executors,  Held,  that  though  A.  and  his  executors 
were  entitled  to  pursue  any  portion  of  the  partnership  property  in  the  hands  of  B., 
and  have  it  applied  in  payment  of  the  partnership  debts,  yet  that  they  had  no  such 
right  as  against  the  purchaser  from  B.  though  with  notice,  for  he  was  not  bound  to 
see  to  the  application  of  the  purchase-money. 

A,  (a  retiring  partner)  agreed  to  assign  a  policy  (part  of  the  partnership  assets)  to 
B.  (the  continuing  partner)  on  certain  terms.  B.  mortgaged  it  to  C,  who  gave  notice 
to  the  office.  B.  afterwards  became  bankrupt.  Held,  that  the  policy  was  not  within 
the  order  and  disposition  of  B.  either  as  against  A.  or  C. 


DATES. 

1825.  Dissolution.  I  1838.  Notice  to  office. 

1830.  John  died.  1840.   WiUiiuH  bankrupt. 

1831.  Assignment  to  Boyd,  \  1841.  Policy  payable. 
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from  the  said  trade  or  business,  and  also  ail  his  share  1855. 
in  the  freehold  and  leasehold  messuages  and  heredita-  ^-^^v-^^ 
ments  belonging  to  the  partnership,  subject  to  the  Lanomead's 
performance  of  the  covenants  and  the  discharge  of  the  Truiu. 
incnmbrances  affecting  the  same.  And  it  was  by  this 
indenture  agreed,  that  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  it 
into  effect,  all  proper  and  necessary  deeds  should  be 
executed  between  the  parties ;  and  that  in  the  deeds,  to 
be  so  executed,  there  should  be  contained  a  covenant 
on  the  part  of  John  Clark  Langmead,  that  he  would, 
after  the  25th  of  March  then  next  following,  do  all 
lawful  and  necessary  acts,  at  the  expense  of  William 
Langmeady  for  recovering  any  of  the  debts  due  to  the 
firm,  and  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  sell  or  dis- 
pose of  all  or  any  of  the  lands  and  property  belonging 
thereto,  and  that  he  would  enter  into  all  necessary  and 
other  assurances  for  all  or  any  of  the  purposes  aforesaid ; 
and  also,  that  these  deeds  should  contain  a  covenant, 
on  the  part  of  William  Langmead,  that  he  would  pay 
all  the  debts  and  demands  of  or  upon  the  concern,  and 
indemnify  John  Clark  Langmead,  and  his  estate,  against 
the  same. 

No  further  deed  was  executed  in  pursuance  of  the 
covenant  contained  in  this  deed,  but  under  it  William 
Langmead  took  possession  of  all  the  partnership  pro- 
perty, stock  and  effects,  including  the  policy  of  insur- 
ance on  the  life  of  Mr.  Windsor;  and  he,  thereafter, 
carried  on  the  business  on  his  own  account. 

Willam  Langmead  paid  the  2,000/.  to  John  Clark 
Langmead  a  considerable  time  after  the  dissolution  of 
the  partnership.  He  did  not,  however,  pay  all  the  debts 
due  from  the  Brm,  though  during  the  life  of  John  Clark 
Langmead  no  claim  was  made  on  him  by  any  partner- 
ship creditor. 

John 
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1855.  John  Clark  Lanfftnead  died  in  1830,  having,  by  his 

"^^^^^  will,  given  all  his  real  and  personal  property  to  the 

lJouIkd'b  P'^*^"^  Petitioner. 


Trusts. 


On  the  1st  of  September^  1831,  about  eight  months 
after  the  decease  of  John  Clark  Langmead,  William 
Langmead  assigned  the  policy  effected  on  the  life  of 
Mr.  Windsor^  and  other  property,  to  Walter  Boyd,  to 
secure  the  repayment  of  4,000/.  then  advanced  to  him 
by  Walter  Boyd,  William  Langmead,  at  the  same  time, 
gave  Walter  Boyd  a  power  of  attorney  to  receive  the 
sums  to  become  payable  on  the  policy.  Subsequently 
to  this,  in  a  suit  for  administering  the  estate  of  John 
Clark  Langmead,  several  persons  who  were  creditors  of 
the  firm  at  the  date  of  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership, 
came  in  and  proved  debts,  amounting  in  the  whole  to 
1,373/.,  and  which  were  paid  out  of  the  estate  of  John 
Clark  Langmead,  These  were  debts  which,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  indenture  of  dissolution  of  the  6th  of 
February,  1825,  William  Langmead  was  bound  to  pay, 
and  against  which  he  had  covenanted  to  indemnify  both 
John  Clark  Langmead  and  his  estate. 

At  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  assignment  of  1st 
of  September,  1831,  Walter  Boyd  had  express  notice  of 
the  deed  of  5th  February,  1825,  and  that  this  policy 
formed  part  of  the  partnership  assets  which  had  been 
taken  by  William  Langmead,  and  consequently  he  had 
express  notice  that  William  Langmead  was  bound  to 
pay  the  debts  of  the  partnership,  and  to  indemnify  •TbAit 
Clark  Langmead  and  his  estate  against  them. 

In  )837,  Mr.  JBoyc/died,  and  in  1838,  his  executors 
gave  notice  to  the  insurance  company  of  the  assignment 
of  Windsor^s  policy  to  their  testator  by  the  deed  of  the 
1st  o(  September,  1831. 

On 
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On  the  23rd  of  June,  1840,  William  Langmead  became        1856. 

bankrupt,  and  his  assignees  assigned  the  policy  in  ques-      '-■^^^-^ 

tion  to  a  person  of  the  name  of  Watts.  Lakombad'* 

Trutti. 

In  1841,  William  Windsor  died,  and,  in  consequence 
of  adyerse  claims,  the  amount  received  on  this  policy 
was  paid  into  Court.  It  was  claimed,  firstly,  by  the 
Petitioner,  who  was  entitled  to  John  Clark  Langmead*$ 
estate ;  secondly,  by  the  executors  of  Walter  Boyd ; 
and  thirdly,  by  Watts,  claiming  under  the  assignees  of 
William  Langmead,  who  insisted  that  it  was  within  the 
order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt,  at  the  time  of 
the  bankruptcy. 

Mr.  Follett,  in  support  of  the  petition  for  payment  to 
the  residuary  legatee  of  John  Clark  Langmead,  con- 
tended, that  the  policy,  being  partnership  property, 
formed  part  of  the  joint  assets,  and  was  primarily  appli- 
cable  to  the  payment  of  the  joint  creditors;  and  that, 
until  the  assignment  had  been  perfected,  and  the  indem- 
nity given,  William  Langmead  had  no  power  to  dispose 
of  any  more  than  his  share,  after  discharging  the  joint 
liabilities.  He  argued  also',  that  by  the  deed  of  dissolu- 
tion the  policy  was  to  be  assigned,  subject  to  the  incum- 
brances affecting  the  same,  and  that  the  produce  of  it  was 
applicable,  in  the  first  place,  to  the  payment  of  the  part- 
nership debts,  and  Boyd,  having  full  notice  of  these 
facts,  was  bound  by  all  the  equities  between  the  partners, 
and  could  claim  no  more  than  his  assignor,  who  in 
equity  was  bound  to  apply  the  produce  of  the  policy  in 
exonerating  his  copartner  from  partnership  liabilities ; 
that  the  covenants  in  the  deed  not  having  been  per- 
formed, the  estate  of  John  was  entitled  to  be  re- 
couped, out  of  the  produce  of  the  policy,  the  amount 
of  the  debts  which  it  had  paid,  and  against  which  it  was 
to  be  indemnified. 

Mr. 
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1866.  Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Nalder^  for  BoydCi  executors, 

""^y"*^      contended,  that  the  assignment  to  him  was  valid,  and 

Lanomead's   being  perfected  by  notice  to  the  insurance  company, 

TruiU.  jjjg  ^^]g  ^j^g  indisputable.  That  the  very  object  of  the 
deed  of  dissolution  was  to  give  to  the  continuing  part- 
ner the  power  of  realizing  the  assets,  for  payment  of 
the  partnership  debts,  and  which  power  the  surviving 
partner  possessed  independently  of  the  deed  of  dissolu- 
tion. That  the  purchaser,  though  with  notice,  was  not 
bound  to  see  to  the  application  of  the  purchase-money 
in  payment  of  debts  not  specified,  and  that  the  surviving 
partner  had,  by  law,  full  power  to  sell  and  pledge  the 
assets.  They  cited  Burridge  v.  Row  (a) ;  Clach  v.  HoU 
land(b) ;  Jenkins  v.  Hiles(c) ;  Gibson  v.  Goldsmid{d). 

Mr.  C.  T.  Simpson,  for  the  executors  of  Watts, 
contended  that  the  policy  was  within  the  order  and 
disposition  of  the  bankrupt,  and  belonged  to  his  assig- 
nees.    He  referred  to  Gibson  v.  OldfieUL  (e). 

Mr.  Wickens,  for  the  trustees. 

Mr.  FollMf  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


Feb.  13. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  is,  who  is  entitled  to  the  money  in  Court 

which  represents  the  policy  ? 

The 

(fl)  1  r.  4-  C.  (C.  C.)  183.  {d)  18  Beao.  584,  rcveraed  by 

(6)  19  Beav.  262.  the  Lords  Justices,  Dec.  2, 1854. 

(f)  6  Fei.  646.  («)  4  Car,  Sf  P.  313. 
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The  claimants  are,  the  Petitioner^  who,  being  the  sole  1866. 
residuary  devisee  and  legatee  of  John  Clark  Langmead  ^■^^/'-^^ 
(all  of  whose  debts  have  been  paid  in  the  suit  instituted  Lanombad's 
for  the  administration  of  his  estate),  is  the  person  en-  Trusts. 
titled  to  this  money,  if  the  claim  of  John  Clark  Lang- 
meads  estate  can  be  substantiated.  This  claim,  how- 
ever, is  contested,  on  one  hand  by  the  executors  of 
Walter  Boyd,  who  claim  under  the  deed  of  the  1st  of 
September,  1831,  and  also  by  the  executors  of  Watts, 
who  claim  under  the  assignment  from  the  assignees  of 
William  Langmead.  The  claim  of  the  executors  of 
Watts  may,  I  think,  be  very  shortly  disposed  of:  he 
claims  the  policy  money  on  the  ground  that  the  policy 
was  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt  at  the 
date  of  the  bankruptcy,  and  that  therefore  the  assignees 
of  the  bankrupt  were  entitled  to  assign  it  to  Mr.  Watts, 
But  this  was  not  so,  for  the  notice  to  the  insurance 
company  given  in  February,  1838,  by  the  executors  of 
Walter  Boyd,  which  was  prior  to  the  bankruptcy  of 
William  Langmead,  removes  any  question  on  this  sub- 
ject. I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  claim  of  the 
executors  of  Mr.  Watts  must  fail. 

The  contest  between  the  Petitioner  and  the  executors 
of  Walter  Boyd  is  not  so  easily  disposed  of;  but  on  the 
whole,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  claim  of  the  executors 
of  Walter  Boyd  is  the  preferable  one,  and  that  it  must 
prevail.  I  do  not  doubt,  that  John  Clark  Langmead 
was,  or  that  his  executors  after  his  decease  were,  en- 
titled to  pursue  and  specifically  to  apply,  towards  the 
payment  of  the  debts  of  the  partnership,  any  portion  of 
the  partnership  property  which  they  could  point  out  to 
be  in  existence  in  the  hands  of  William  Langmead;  but, 
when  this  property  had  got  in  the  hands  of  an  assignee 
or  purchaser  for  yalue  from  William  Langmead,  a  dif- 
ferent class  of  considerations  arises.    I  think  that  the 

case 
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1 856        ^^^  ^^  ^^^  Petitioner  cannot  be  put  higher  than  one  of 

wv^i^      an  express  trust  vested  in  William  Langmead,  to  sell 

J«  «  ^     the  property  and  apply  the  proceeds  in  payment  of  the 

Triitts.       debts  of  the  partnership.     If  that  had  been  the  case,  a 

purchaser  from  William  Langmead^  even  with  express 

notice  of  that  trust,  would  not  have  been  bound  to  see 

to  the   application   of  the  purchase-money.     This  is 

settled  by  many  cases  which  I  had  to  consider  lately  in 

a  case  of  Robinson  v.  Lowater{a). 


The  case  before  me  is,  I  think,  weaker  than  the  case 
I  have  suggested ;  it  certainly  cannot,  in  my  opinion,  be 
put  higher  than  this  : — viz.,  that  John  Clark  Langmead 
was  entitled  to  have  property  applied  in  payment  of  the 
partnership  debts  as  long  as  any  debts  existed ;  but 
even  that  right,  under  the  agreement  of  the  6th  of 
February y  1826,  only  continued  until  William  Lang^ 
mead  had  executed  a  proper  indemnity  to  secure  John 
Clark  Langmead  against  the  debts  of  the  firm.  Such 
an  indemnity  John  Clark  Langmead  might  have  com* 
pelled  WUliam  Langmead  to  execute ;  but,  for  a  period 
of  nearly  six  years,  he  continued  satisfied  with  the 
matter  remaining  as  it  stood,  simply  in  covenant ;  and 
then,  upwards  of  six  years  after  the  dissolution  of  the 
partnership,  when  Walter  Boyd  might  reasonably  have 
supposed  that  all  the  debts  of  the  concern  had  been 
either  paid  or  barred  by  lapse  of  time,  and  when  no 
claim  had  been  made  by  any  creditor  on  John  Clark 
Langmead  or  on  his  executors,  or  by  them  against 
William  Langmead^  Walter  Boyd  takes  an  assignment 
for  value  of  part  of  the  partnership  property.  This  is, 
in  my  opinion,  a  valid  transaction,  constituting  him  the 
real  owner  of  the  property  so  assigned  in  priority  to 

any 

(a)  17  Been.  592. 
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any  claim  wbich  John  dark  Langmead,  or  bis  estate,        1855. 

could  have  thereon.  ^^^v-^/ 

In  re 
Lanombad'i 
If  I  was  to  hold  otherwise,  the  result  would  be,  that       Trusu. 

in  the  case  of  the  dissolution  of  partnership,  by  a  deed 
similar  to  that  before  me  (a  case  of  common  occurrence), 
the  partner  continuing  to  carry  on  the  business  would 
be  paralyzed  in  bis  efforts ;  he  would  be  unable  to  dis- 
pose of  any  portion  of  the  partnership  property,  as  no 
one  would  purchase  property  at  its  fair  value,  under  the 
apprehension  of  its  being  afterwards  laid  hold  of,  as 
specifically  liable  to  pay  the  partnership  debts,  which 
the  continuing  partners  might  have  omitted  to  discharge. 

I  am  of  opinion,  in  this  case,  that  the  executors  of 
Walter  Boyd  are  entitled  to  have  the  money  and  ex- 
chequer bills  in  Court  applied,  as  far  as  may  be  neces- 
sary, in  payment  of  the  amount  due  on  the  mortgage 
security  of  the  Isi  of  September,  1831 ;  but  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  the  Petitioner  is  entitled  to  the  balance,  if 
any,  remaining  after  that  payment. 

NoTB.^  Affirmed  by  the  Lords  Justices,  July  12, 1855. 
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Jan.  19. 

The  Plaintiff 
described  him- 
self as  of 
**  Gray't  Inn, 
Barrister  at 
Law,  and  of 
No.  2,  Chit- 
ters,  Middle 
Temple."  The 
Defendant 
pleaded  that 
the  description 
was  false,  and 
that  the  Plain- 
tiff was  not 
resident  at 
No.  2,  Clois- 
ters, Middle 
Temple,  Held, 
that  the  plea 
was  bad  m 
form,  not  ne- 
gativing a 
residence  at 
Cray*i  Inn. 

But,  guttre, 
whether,  even 
if  correct  in 
form,  such  a 
plea  could  be 
supported. 


BAINBRIGGE  t;.  ORTON. 

rpHE  Plaintiff  described  himself  as  "  William  Arnold 
-*-  Bainhrigge,  of  Gray*s  Inn,  Barrister  at  Law,  and 
of  No.  2,  Cloisters^  Temple,  in  the  city  of  London" 
One  of  the  Defendants  put  in  a  plea  in  these  words  : — 
"  that  the  Plaintiff  in  the  said  bill  is  described  as  a 
Barrister  at  Law,  and  of  No.  2,  Cloisters,  Middle 
Temple,  in  the  city  of  London,  whereas  such  descrip- 
tion is  false,  the  fact  being,  that  the  said  Plaintiff  is 
not  now,  nor  was  he  at  the  time  of  filing  of  the  said 
bill  in  this  suit,  nor  has  he  ever  since  been  resident  at 
the  said  No.  2,  Cloisters,  Middle  Temple,  in  the  city  of 
London  aforesaid,  nor  was  his  residence  or  place  of 
abode  known  to  me  at  the  date  of  his  filing  the  said 
bill,  nor  has  it  ever  since  been,  nor  is  it  now  known  to 
me;  but  that  the  said  Plaintiff  keeps  bis  true  residence 
a  secret  from  nie." 

Mr.  H.  M.  Wright,  for  the  Defendant.  Though  the 
form  of  this  plea  is  unusual,  yet  there  is  authority  to 
support  it.  At  law  such  a  plea  is  valid ;  Comyn*s 
Digest  (a).  The  mode  pursued  at  law  is  to  claim  oger 
of  the  writ,  and  if  the  name  or  address  is  shown  to  be 
false,  it  is  held  a  sufficient  ground  to  stop  the  pro- 
ceedings. [The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  That  is  the 
case  of  pleas  in  abatement,  of  which  we  know  little  or 
nothing  in  this  Court.]  The  plea  is  not  a  novel  one  in 
equity,  and  can  be  supported  both  by  principle  and 
authority.  The  true  address  is  one  of  the  formal  re- 
quisites to  a  bill;  Mitford(b);   and  a  Defendant  by 

plea 
(»)  Abatement,  E,  22.  (6)  Page  42  (4th  edit.). 
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plea  may  take  advantage  of  any  substantial  want  of       1855. 
form,  or  he  may  plead  tbat  a  Plaintiff  **  does  not  sus- 
tain the  character  he  assumes ;  Mitfard  (a)." 

In  Rowley  v.  Eccles  {]b\  the  Defendant  pleaded  that 
the  Plaintiff  did  not  reside  at  the  place  stated  in  the 
billy  and  it  was  held,  tbat  after  demurrer  overruled,  the 
Defendant  could  not  plead  without  leave  of  the  Court ; 
thus  implying,  that  the  plea  itself  was  valid.  In  Smith 
V.  Smith  (c),  Vice-Chancellor  Wood  considered  such  a 
plea  good,  and  the  present  plea  has  been  formed  on  the 
model  of  the  one  filed  in  that  case,  varied  however  to 
meet  the  objection  there  made  to  it  by  Vice- Chancellor 
Wood.  The  address  No.  2,  Cloisters,  Middle  Temple, 
is  the  address  of  the  Plaintiff's  solicitors,  as  appears 
by  the  bill,  but  it  is  not  the  Plaintiff's  address,  which 
the  Defendant  has  a  right  to  know.  Though  this  plea 
is  based  on  somewhat  technical  grounds,  yet  technical 
rules  are  intended  to  produce  substantial  justice  and 
prevent  evasion.  [The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Is  not 
the  proper  mode,  according  to  modern  practice,  to  apply 
for  security  for  costs  in  cases  oF  misdescription  ?J  The 
Defendant  is  now  in  contempt  for  want  of  an  answer, 
and  could  not,  therefore,  have  made  the  application,  and 
the  only  course  left  him  was  to  plead.  He  referred  to 
Hudson  V.  Hudson  (d) ;  Mitf.  Pleading  (e). 

Mr.  R.  Palmer^  confrd.  This,  being  a  dilatory,  must 
be  treated  strictly.  The  case  of  Smith  v.  Smith  de- 
cides nothing,  for  it  was  disallowed.  Though  a  plea 
to  the  person,  in  the  nature  of  a  plea  in  abatement,  may 
be  pleaded  in  equity,  yet  no  such  plea  as  the  present  is 

enumerated 

(a)  Page  230.  (d  )  1  Sim.  Sf  Stu.  512. 

(6)  1  Sim.  if  Stu.  511.  (e)  Pages  216,  217. 

(c)  1  Koyf  App.  zxii. 
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1856.  enooierated  in  the  books;  Redndnleja);  Beames  am 
Pleas  (b).  At  hWy  a  plea  in  abatement  goes  to  tbe 
wbole  case,  and,  being  allowed,  the  cause  is  oat  of 
Ownm.  Court ;  but  in  equity,  it  is  a  mere  matter  of  amendment. 
Tbe  practice,  in  cases  of  misdescription,  has  always 
been  to  apply  for  security  for  costs,  and  tbn  furnishes 
full  protection  to  a  Defendant.  But  here,  the  right  to 
move  for  security  for  costs  has  been  lost,  and  it  would 
be  an  extraordinary  proposition  to  say,  that  when  the 
right  to  obtain  security  for  costs  has  been  lost  by 
waiver,  tbe  Defimdant  can,  by  such  a  plea,  stop  the 
suit. 

Secondly,  the  plea  is  bad  in  point  of  form,  for  it  does 
not  negative  the  wbole  description,  which  is  '^  William 
Arnold  Batkbrigge^  of  Gray's  Inn,  Barrister,  and  2, 
Cloitiers,  Temple.**  The  plea  does  not  negative  the 
first  part  of  the  description,  for  **  Grog's  Inn**  is  to  be 
intended  as  descriptive  of  his  residence  there,  and  not 
of  his  being  a  barrister  of  that  Inn  of  Court.  This  is 
not  covered  by  the  plea.  It  is  also  informal  for  du- 
plicity, for  it  raises  a  question  as  to  the  Defendant's 
knowledge  of  tbe  Plaintiff's  address.  He  cited  Rigby 
V.  Rigby  {c) ;  Emmott  v.  Mitchell  (d). 

Mr.  Wright,  in  reply,  contended  that  ^^Grajfe  Inn, 
Barrister,"  was  a  description  of  the  person  and  not  of 
the  place  of  residence. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

If  tbe  latter  part  of  the  description  had  been  omitted, 
I  should  be  of  opinion   hat  there  was  a  sufficient  address 

on 

(a)  Page  226  (4th  edit.).  (c)  15  Sim.  90. 

(b)  Pages  56,  121.  (cQ  14  Sim.  432. 
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on  this  bill.  Tbe  sentence  would  then  run  thus:  humbly  1866. 
complaining  showeth  unto  your  Lordship  ''  A.  B.,  of 
Qrajfs  Inn,  Barrister  at  Law."  If  it  had  stopped  there, 
the  Defendant  could  not  have  objected  that  the  address 
of  the  Plaintiff  had  been  omitted,  for  Graxfi  Inn  is  as 
much  a  place  of  residence  as  the  Temple^  New  Inn  or 
Clements  Inn.  But  if  the  Plaintiff  had  described  him- 
self as  being  a  Barrister  of  the  Society  of  Gray's  Inn, 
I  agree  there  would  be  no  address.  This  plea,  there- 
fore, does  not  cover  the  whole  address,  but  merely 
negatives  the  residence  in  the  Temple^  and  in  my 
opinion  it  is  insufficient 

I  wish  particularly  to  guard  myself  against  its  being 
supposed  that  I  have  said  anything  to  countenance  the 
doctrine,  that  such  a  plea  as  this  can  be  maintained. 
It  is  new  to  me.  I  have  never,  in  practice,  met  with 
one  like  it,  and  it  is  difficult  to  reconcile  it  with  the 
principles  and  practice  of  the  Court.  The  ordinary 
mode  of  proceeding  in  such  cases  is  to  move  for  security 
for  costs. 

Overrule  the  plea. 
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PALMER  t;.  NEWELL. 

March  13,  14. 

Id  1838,  il.fi.  T>Y  an  indenture,  dated  10th  of  August,  1838,  Sir 
votontory*  "^  John  Chichester,  for  a  nominal  consideration, 
deed,  securing,  demised  a  freehold  estate  to  Lozon,  Newell,  Robert  B. 
eiute,  life  an-    Chichester  ^xiA  Witham,  for  1,000  years,  to  commence 

Duitiegtoieven  q^  hjg  death,  upon  trust  to  raise  the  followinor  life  aa- 
penont,  dav-  ,  . 

able  on  hia        nuities :  an  annuity  of  100/.  for  Sarah  Lavallin  for  life, 

I85?*heex^  an  annuity  of  100/.  for  her  son  Robert  Bruce  for  life, 

cuted  another  an  annuity  of  52/.  for  Sarah  Benham  for  life,  an  annuity 

deeTco're-  ^^  ^^''  ^^^  ^^^  daughter  Sarah  Palmer  Benham  for  life, 

naming  to  pay  an  annuity  of  20/.  for  Elizabeth  Hellyer,  the  wife  of 

ditiitnilar  in  William  HeUyer,  for  life,  an  annuity  of  40/.  for  Eliza 

^TeTthT  ^  ^%^  ^^^^  daughter  of  Elizabeth  and  William  Hell- 

tame  penons.  yer)  for  life,  an  annuity  of  4f)L  for  Elizabeth  (the  eldest 
UtS^?e  not  daughter  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Hellyer)  for  life.    These 

iubstitutional  seven  annuities  were  to  be  paid  by  equal  half-yearly  pay- 

A.  B.,  by  *  naents  on  the  26th  day  of  March,  and  the  29th  day  of 

two  deedi,        September,  in  every  year.    And  the  annuities  to  females 

made  proTiiion  •  •  ^  i    .  t^ 

for  hit  natural   were  to  be   paid  to  their  separate  use.      Power  was 

children  and  thereby  reserved  to  the  settlor  to  revoke  this  deed  by 
their  mothers.  ^  ^ 

Held,  that  the  any  deed  "  attested  by  two  or  more  credible  witnesses, 

I^Tuof  coSd     or  by  his  last  will." 
not  place  him- 

self  m^o  fijg  jjggj  ^Qg  executed  by  the  settlor  alone,  but  was 

parentu  as  to  ^ 

the  latter,  attested  by  one  of  the  trustees. 

showed  that  it 

was  not  his 

intention  to  do  In    1839   Sarah  Benham,    one  of  the  annuitants, 

former.  married  Hull,  and  in  1840  Elizabeth  Hellyer,  another 

Oil  a  ques-    annuitant,  died, 
tionofcon-  -n 

struction  of  a  ^ 

deed,  parol 
evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show  the  intention  of  the  parties  thereto. 
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By  another  indentore,  dated  the  27th  of  June,  1851,  1855. 
and  made  between  Sir  John  Chichester  of  the  one  part, 
and  James  and  Robert  B.  Chichester  of  the  other  part, 
after  reciting  that  Sir  John  was  desirous  of  securing  the 
payment,  after  bis  decease,  of  the  several  annuities 
thereinafter  mentioned,  to  the  persons  thereinafter 
named,  and  that  James  and  Robert  B,  Chichester  had 
agreed,  at  his  request,  to  be  trustees  for  enforcing  the 
covenants  thereinafter  contained.  Sir  John^  for  divers 
good  causes  and  considerations,  covenanted  with  the 
trustees,  that  in  case  Sarah  LavaUin  should  survive  Sir 
Jolm^  and  her  son  Robert  Bruce  should  be  living  and 
under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  at  the  decease  of 
Sir  John^  he,  his  executors,  &c.,  would  pay  to  Sarah 
LavaUin  an  annuity  of  150/.  until  Robert  Bruce  should 
attain  twenty-one  years,  or  die  under  that  age  (such 
annuity  to  continue  whether  Sarah  LavaUin  should 
remain  single  or  marry).  And  further,  that  immediately 
after  Robert  Bruce  should  attain  twenty-one,  or  die 
under  that  age  (in  case  he  should  be  living  and  under 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years  at  the  decease  of  Sir  John^ 
and  Sarah  LavaUin  should  be  then  living,  and  a  spin- 
ster), or  from  and  immediately  after  the  decease  of  the 
said  Sir  John  (in  case  Robert  Bruce  should  have  attained 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  died  under  that  age  in 
the  lifetime  of  Sir  John^  and  Sarah  LavaUin  should  be 
living  and  a  spinster,  at  the  decease  of  Sir  John),  the 
heirs,  &c.,  of  Sir  John  would  pay  Sarah  LavaUin  an 
annuity  of  100/.  during  her  life,  until  she  should  marry. 
And  further,  that  in  case  Sarah  LavaUin  should  survive 
Sir  John,  and  should  marry,  then  his  heirs,  &c.,  would, 
from  her  marriage,  or  from  the  decease  of  Sir  John,  or 
from  the  time  when  Robert  Bruce  should  attain  twenty- 
one  years,  or  die  under  that  age,  pay  her  an  annuity  of 
60/.  for  life.  And  in  case  Robert  Bruce  should  survive 
Sir  John,  and  should  attain  twenty-one,  then  the  heirs, 

VOL.  XX.  D  '     &c., 
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1866. 


Palmer 

V, 

Newell. 


kc,  of  Sir  John  would  pay  Robert  Bruce,  from  the 
decease  of  Sir  .70^71,  or  from  Robert  Bruce^s  attaining 
twenty-one,  and  during  the  life  of  Robert  Bruce,  such 
annuity  as  is  hereinafter  mentioned  (that  is  to  say), 
in  case  Sarah  Lavallin  should  have  died  or  married 
before  the  now  stating  covenant  should  come  into  ope* 
ration,  an  annuity  of  lOOZ.  during  the  life  of  Robert 
Bruce;  and  in  case  Sarah  Lavallin  should  be  living 
and  a  spinster,  when  the  covenant  should  come  into 
operation,  an  annuity  of  60/.  during  the  joint  lives  of 
Robert  Bruce  and  Sarah  Lavallin,  or  until  she  should 
marry,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  Robert  Bruce,  and 
after  the  decease  or  marriage  of  Sarah  Lavallin,  in  the 
lifetime  of  Robert  Bruce,  an  annuity  of  100/.,  during 
the  life  of  Robert  Bruce.  And  further,  that  in  case 
Eliza  Hellyer  should  be  living  at  the  death  of  the  said 
Sir  John,  his  heirs,  &c.,  would  pay  her  an  annuity  of  20/. 
for  life.  And  in  case  Sarah  Palmer  Benham  should  be 
living  at  his  decease,  his  heirs,  kc,  would  pay  her  an 
Annuity  of  20/.  for  life.  And  further,  that  in  case  Eliza-- 
beth  Darner  (formerly  Handcoch)  should  be  living  at 
the  decease  of  Sir  John,  his  heirs,  &c.,  would  pay  her 
an  annuity  of  16/.  for  life.  And  it  was  provided,  that 
the  annuities  should  be  paid  by  half-yearly  payments, 
and  that  the  first  of  the  said  half-yearly  payments 
(except  as  therein  mentioned)  should  be  made  at  the 
expiration  of  six  calendar  months  next  after  his  decease. 
But  it  was  thereby  provided,  that  in  case  any  of  them, 
Sarah  Lavallin,  Robert  Bruce,  Eliza  Hellyer,  Sarah 
Palmer  and  Elizabeth  Darner,  should,  at  any  time, 
remain  more  than  twenty-four  hours,  during  any  twelve 
months,  at  the  then  present  mansion-house  of  Sir  John, 
then  and  in  such  case,  and  immediately  thereupon,  their 
annuities  should  cease. 


This  second  deed  was  executed  by  Sir  John  and  by 


one 
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one  of  the  trustees.    The  several  annuitants  were  Sir 
John*s  natural  children  and  their  mothers. 

Sir  John  made  his  will  in  June,  1851,  and  he  died  in 
December  following.  The  deeds  were  found  in  the  pos- 
session of  Mr.  Narris,  the  successor  in  business  of 
Mr.  Witham,  the  family  solicitor  and  the  trustee  of 
the  deed  of  1838.  This  suit  was  instituted  by  Sarah 
Palmer  Benham  and  Eliza  Hellyer,  to  compel  pay- 
ment of  the  annuities.  The  annuitants  claimed  both  sets 
of  annuities,  but  this  was  resisted  by  the  testator's  heir 
and  the  other  parties  interested  in  his  estate,  on  the 
following  grounds : — First,  that  the  deed  of  1838  was 
voluntary,  and  had  not  been  executed  by  the  trustees 
and  annuitants  so  as  to  make  it  operate.  Secondly, 
that  it  had  not  been  finally  delivered  by  Sir  John,  but 
had  continued  in  the  possession  of  his  solicitor  as  an 
escrow.  Thirdly,  that  Sir  John,  when  he  executed  the 
deed  of  1831,  had  forgotten  the  existence  of  the  deed  of 
1838,  and  had  executed  the  second  deed  under  a  mfs- 
take.  Fourthly,  that  the  deed  of  1838  was  of  a  testa- 
mentary character,  and  had  been  revoked  by  the  will  of 
1851.  Fifthly,  that  one  set  of  annuities  were  substitu- 
tional for  the  other,  and  that  the  parol  evidence  proved, 
that  Sir  John  did  not  intend  to  give  double  portions. 
Sixthly,  that  the  deed  of  1838  was  revoked  by  the  deed 
of  1851,  and  by  the  will,  by  virtue  of  the  1  Vict,  c.  26,  s. 
27,  which  operated  as  an  execution  of  every  power  pos- 
sessed by  Sir  John,  and  amongst  them,  of  the  power  of 
revocation  reserved  to  him  by  the  deed  of  1838. 

Mr.  Bagshawe  and  Mr.  Bagshatoe,  jun.,  for  the 
Plaintiffs;  and 

Mr.  PiggoH,  Mr.  Speed  and  Mr.  Rodwell,  for  other 
annuitants.  First,  the  deed  of  1838  was  duly  executed 
by  Sir  John,  and  was  binding  on  him  and  his  repre- 

D  2  sentatives. 


1855. 


Palmke 

9. 

Newell. 
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Palmer 

V, 

Nkwell. 


sentativesy  Fletcher  v.  Fktcher((a),  Secondly,  its  re- 
teDtion  in  the  settlor's  custody  is  immaterial ;  Doe  d. 
Garnons  v.  Knight  (b);  Extort  v.  Scott  (c);  Hall  v. 
Palmer  (d)*  But,  in  reality,  it  ^as  in  the  proper  cus- 
tody, viz.  in  that  of  Mr.  Witham,  one  of  the  trustees. 
Thirdly,  there  is  no  evidence  of  the  settlor  having  for- 
gotten the  first  deed  when  he  executed  the  second ;  on  the 
contrary,  in  1846,  he  executed  a  deed  which  refers  to  the 
deed  of  1838.  Fourthly,  the  instrument  executed  in  1838 
is  a  deed,  and  is  not  and  does  not  profess  to  be  a  will. 
Fifthly,  parol  evidence  of  the  settlor's  intention  is  inad- 
missible ;  Hall  v.  Hill  (e)  ;  Spence  on  Equity  Jur,  (/)  ; 
Hurst  V.  Beach  {g);  Lee  v.  Pain{h);  2  Tat/lor  on  Evi- 
dence {i,)  But  these  annuities  are  cumulative  and  not 
substitutional.  The  doctrine  does  not  apply  to  deeds,  but 
merely  to  wills ;  and  if  it  did,  still  the  annuities  are  so 
dissimilar  in  quantity  and  quality  as  to  prevent  their 
being  cumulative,  even  in  the  case  of  a  testamentary 
gift  One  set  are  charged  on  the  real  estate,  the  other 
are  mere  personal  charges,  the  trustees  are  different,  the 
amounts  are  not  the  same,  and  the  limitations  and 
restrictions  on  them  are  totally  different.  The  testator 
did  not  place  himself  in  loco  parentis^  and  as  to  some  of 
the  annuitants,  the  relation  between  them  and  the 
settlor  rendered  that  impossible.  Sixthly,  a  will  cannot, 
unless  by  express  terms,  operate  as  a  power  of  revoca- 
tion ;  this  was  settled  by  the  Lords  Justices  in  Pom- 
fret  V.  Perring{k)f  reversing  the  decision  of  this  Court. 


They  also  cited  2  Roper  on  Legacies  {I). 

Mr.  J.  H.  Law,  for  the  trustees  of  the  deceased. 


(a)  4  Hare,  67. 
(6)  5  Barn.  4  Cr.  671. 
(c)  6  Sim,  31. 
id)  3  Hare,  532, 
(e)  1  Dm.  Sf  War,  94. 
.(/)  Page  567. 


(g)  5  Mad,  351, 
(A)  4  Hare,  p.  216. 
(i)  Page  792. 
{k)  18  Beav,  618. 
(/)  Page  995. 


Mr. 
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Mr.  B.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Amphlett,  contri.  On  the  1866. 
first  and  second  points,  the  deed  was  voluntary,  and 
was  retained,  and  its  contents  were  never  communicated 
to  the  annuitants.  It  is  therefore  inoperative  ;  Naldred 
V.  GUham  (a)  ;  Boughton  v.  Boughton  (6) ;  Birch  v. 
Blagrave  (c) ;  Brackenhury  v.  Brackenhury  (rf) ;  Cecil 
V.  Butcher {e);  Uniacke  v.  Giles (f).  In  Exton  v.  Scott 
the  deed  was  for  valuable  consideration ;  and  in  Doe  d. 
Gamon$  v.  Knight  the  delivery  was  found  by  the 
jury.  Thirdly,  it  is  proved  that  Sir  John  had  forgotten 
the  first  deed  when  he  executed  the  second.  Parol 
evidence  is  admissible  to  show  this,  for  the  Court,  to 
interpret  the  documents,  must  place  itself  in  precisely 
the  same  position  as  the  testator,  and  take  cognizance 
of  all  the  circumstances  under  which  the  second  deed 
was  executed.  Fourthly,  the  document  of  1838  was 
testamentary,  for  it  was  only  to  operate  on  death,  and 
it  contained  a  power  of  revocation ;  Rigden  v.  Vall%er(g); 
Ward  V.  Turner  {h);  Tomkyns  v.  Ladbroke{i)\  Ha- 
bergham  v.  Vincent  (ft) ;  Masterman  v.  Maberley  (J)  \ 
In  the  Goods  of  Knight  (m);  The  Attorney-General  v. 
Jones  (n);  Thoroldv.  Thorold(^o);  Williams  on  Execu- 
tors  ip) ;  Acaster  v.  Anderson  (9).  Fifthly,  the  gifts  are 
substitutional.  The  settlor  placed  himself  in  loco  pa- 
rentis,  this  Court  leaning  against  double  portions,  and 
the  latter  benefits  must  be  held  to  be  in  substitution 
or  satisfaction  of  the  former;  Trimmer  v.  Bayne(r); 
Pym  V.  Lockyer{s);    Powys  v.  Mansfield  {t)  \    Lady 

Thynne 

(a)  1  p.  Wm$.  577.  (/)  2  Hagg,  248. 

(6)  1  Atk,  625.  (01)  Ibid,  554. 

{c\  Amb.  264.  (n)  3  Price,  368. 

(d)  2  Jac.  Sf  W,  391.  (0)  1  PhiUimore,  1. 

(e)  Ibid,  565.  (p)  Part  I.,  Book  2,  Chap.  2, 

(J  )  2  Molloy,  257.  Sect.  3. 

(g)  2  Ve$,  ten.  252.  (9)  19  Beav.  161. 

(A)  I6«/.43l.  (r)  7  r«.  508. 

(i)  Ibid.  591.  («)  5  My  I.  4  Cr.  29, 

(k)  2  Vet.jvn.  238.  (/)  3  MyL  *  Cr.  359. 
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1855.  Tkynne  v.  The  Earl  of  GUngaU  (a) ;  Weall  v.  Rice  (b) ; 
Booker  v.  Allen  (c) ;  Lhyd  y.  Harvey  (d) ;  Sheffield  v. 
TheE^rlot  Coventry(e);  The  Earl  of  Durham  y.  Whar- 
ton{f);  Savage  v.  Carroll {g);  Linguen  y.  8owray{h). 
Od  the  sixth  point  they  relied  on  1  Vict.  c.  26,  b.  27. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

With  respect  to  the  validity  of  the  first  deed,  I  am 
disposed  to  send  that  question  to  be  tried  by  an  action 
at  law,  putting  the  heir  at  law  upon  terms  not  to  set 
up  any  outstanding  legal  estate.  I  should  not  do  so,  if 
I  thought  that  the  Plaintiff  had  failed  upon  the  other 
part  of  the  case,  and  that,  on  equitable  considerations, 
the  provisions  made  by  it  had  failed.  In  the  observa- 
tions, therefore,  which  I  am  about  to  make,  I  will 
assume  that  this  is  a  good  deed,  and  that  it  does  not 
operate  as  a  will.  On  that  assumption,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  there  has  been  no  revocation.  In  the  first  place,  I 
am  of  opinion,  that  the  second  deed  does  not  operate  as 
an  exercise  of  the  power  of  revocation  reserved  by  the 
first,  because  it  is  to  be  attested  by  two  or  more 
credible  witnesses,  and  the  second  deed  is  attested  by 
one  witness  only.  I  am  also  of  opinion,  that  Pomfret 
V.  Perring  is  an  authority  showing,  that  although  a  will 
does,  by  virtue  of  the  statute,  operate  as  a  general 
exercise  of  all  powers  of  appointment,  yet  that  it  does 
not  operate  as  an  exercise  of  a  power  of  revoking  a 
previous  instrument  That  decision  of  the  Lords  Justices 
is  binding  upon  me,  and  therefore  I  must  hold,  that  the 
will  did  not  operate  as  a  revocation  of  the  deed. 

Assuming, 

(a)  2  H.  L.  Cat,  131;  1  Keen,        («)  Ibid.  317. 
769.  (/)  3  CL  4-  Fill.  146;  5  Sim. 

(b)  2  Unit.  4-  Myl.  251.  297. 

(c)  Ibid.  270.  (g)  iBaUSfB.  265. 
{d)  Ibid.S\0.  (A)  Prec,  in  Ch.  400. 
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Assaming,  then,  both  deeds  to  be  subsisting,  the  1855. 
question  I  have  to  consider  is,  whether  they  confer 
double  portions  or  not.  I  will,  for  the  present,  exclude 
from  my  consideration,  whether  the  grantor  of  the  deed 
stood  in  the  position  of  a  parent  towards  the  objects  of 
his  bounty,  that  is,  whether  he  had  placed  himself  in 
loco  parentis  towards  them.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that 
I  cannot  regard  the  evidence  which  has  been  given,  as 
to  the  intention  of  Sir  John  P.  JB,  Chichester  to  revoke 
the  first  deed,  and  to  grant  more  portions  than  one,  or 
as  to  whether  he  had  forgotten  the  first  deed.  It  appears, 
however,  to  me,  that  the  evidence  would  amount  to 
nothing  if  it  were  received ;  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  I 
cannot  receive  it.  I  adopt  tlie  conclusion  expressed  by 
Lord  St.  Leonards,  in  the  case  of  Hall  v,  Hill{a\ 
which,  I  think,  accurately  explains  the  principles,  and 
which  are  also  laid  down  by  Sir  James  Wigram,  in  the 
case  of  Lee  v.  Pain{b\  on  which  presumptions  of  law 
may  be  rebutted  or  fortified  by  parol  evidence,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  the  admission  of  parol  evidence,  for  the 
purpose  of  explaining  the  meaning  of  expressions  used 
in  a  deed,  in  giving  a  construction  to  it. 

Then,  looking  at  the  two  deeds  by  themselves,  and 
excluding  the  consideration  of  Sir  John  JB,  Chichester 
being  in  the  situation  of  a  parent  towards  the  objects  of 
his  bounty,  I  find  none  of  the  usual  grounds  for  holding 
one  deed  to  be  in  satisfaction  for,  or  merely  a  repetition 
of,  the  former.  In  the  first  place,  by  the  first  deed  he 
creates  and  vests  in  trustees  a  term  in  certain  real  estates 
in  Montgomeryshire,  in  order  that  the  trustees  may  re- 
ceive the  rents,  and  thereout  pay  annuities  to  seven  per- 
sons, payable  on  the  25th  of  March  and  the  29th  of 
September.     By  the  second  deed,  he  covenants  with 

different 
(a)  1  Dru.  4-  War.  94.  {b)  4  Hare,  216. 
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different  trustees  to  pay  different  sums  of  money  to  five 
of  the  same  persons;  the  sums  not  only  vary  in  amount, 
but  in  several  other  different  respects.  Thus,  an  an- 
nuity of  a  particular  amount  is  to  be  paid  upon  a  parti- 
cular state  of  circumstances,  which  is  to  be  diminished 
by  a  certain  event  occurring,  and  to  be  diminished 
again,  and  to  cease  by  other  events  occurring.  [His 
Honor  here  observed  on  the  differences  in  the  other 
annuities,  and  proceeded:] — I  find,  therefore,  those  dis- 
tinctions which  this  Court  has  generally  relied  on  as 
material  in  cases  of  satisfaction  upon  wills,  to  show 
that  the  presumption  against  two  provisions  does  not 
arise.  This  case  is,  in  my  opinion,  strengthened  by  the 
circumstances  that  this  is  an  instance  of  gifts  by  two 
deeds,  and  not  by  will,  in  which  latter  case,  a  testator 
is  supposed  to  be  disposing  of  the  whole  of  his  property, 
and  distributing  it  amongst  the  different  objects  of  his 
bounty.  Where  a  person  executes  a  deed,  by  which  he 
gives  certain  annuities  to  seven  persons,  and  sometime 
afterwards  executes  another  deed,  by  which  he  gives 
certain  other  annuities  to  five  of  those  persons,  the  pre- 
sumption that  one  is  intended  to  be  in  satisfaction  or 
substitution  for  the  other,  appears  to  me  entirely  to  fail. 
Both  deeds  ought  to  have  their  full  legal  effect,  and  the 
settlor  must  be  taken  to  have  been  aware  of  the  exist- 
ence of  the  first  deed  when  he  executed  the  second. 


Now,  with  respect  to  Sir  John  P.  B.  Chichester  having 
placed  himself  in  loco  parentis  towards  these  parties,  I 
think  that  the  evidence  before  me  is  not  suflScient  to 
rebut  the  evidence  which  appears  upon  the  face  of  the 
two  deeds  themselves.  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  three 
of  the  objects  of  his  bounty,  in  the  first  deed,  were 
persons  towards  whom  it  could  not  be  possible  for  him 
to  stand  in  loco  parentis.  The  observation  cannot  pos- 
sibly 
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sibly  apply  to  them,  though  it  may  apply  to  their  chll-  1866, 
dren.  There  were,  as  appears  from  the  evidence,  diflFerent 
motives  and  different  reasons  for  his  bounty  in  their 
favour.  He  considered  he  had  a  moral  obligation  to 
provide  for  those  persons,  who  had  been  living  with  him 
in  a  relation  to  which  it  is  not  now  necessary  more 
particularly  to  refer.  But  this  being  a  question  of 
intention,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  conceive  upon  what  fair 
principle  of  construction  I  can  properly  regard  his  inten- 
tions towards  some  of  the  annuitants  under  this  deed 
in  a  different  light  from  his  intention  towards  the  others, 
or  why  he  should  consider  the  mothers  of  these  children 
to  be  entitled  to  have  double  portions,  but  the  children 
themselves  to  single  portions  only.  As  the  presumption 
of  his  standing  in  loco  parentis  does  not  apply  to  the 
mothers,  it  appears  to  me  that  I  cannot  consider  it  to 
apply  to  the  children,  for  the  purpose  of  depriving  them 
of  one  of  these  annuities,  when,  upon  the  face  of  the  two 
instruments,  it  appears  to  me  that  he  intended  both  of 
them  to  take  effect. 

It  is  not  necessary  for  me  to  say  more  than  this : — 
that  I  do  not  consider  there  is  sufficient  to  rebut  that 
which  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  deed  itself;  I  studi- 
ously abstain  from  saying  anything  respecting  the  vali- 
dity of  the  first  deed ;  but,  assuming  it  to  operate  as  a 
deed,  I  am  then  of  opinion,  that  the  annuitants  are  en- 
titled to  both  their  annuities. 
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DEVAYNES  r.  ROBINSON. 

Jan,  27. 
Caseg  and  opi-  HPHIS  bill  was  filed  by  some  of  the  parties  interested 
"dtekwi^by  "  ^"  ^^^  ^^^  ^f  *  testator,  against  the  administra- 

tru8tee«,  as  trix  of  the  survivor  of  his  trustees,  and  others,  for  an 
arenotenti-'     account  of  the  estate,  and  for  a  decree  against  the 

tied  to  protec-   assete  of  the  trustees  for  what  should  be  found  due 

tion  in  a  suit 

by  the  cettuu    from  them  in  respect  thereof  or  of  any  breach  of  trust 

^"ainXthe  committed  by  them,  or  of  any  loss  sustained  by  their 
trustees  or        delay  in  selling  the  real  estate,  which  the  testator  had 

tatTves!^^^*^"'  directed  to  be  converted. 

The  same 

to  cases  and  The  administratrix  in  her  answer  stated,  that  she  re- 

opinions  taken  membered  her  first  husband  (who  had  died  in  1846) 

before  the  time  ^  ' 

when  the  De-    say,  that  he  was  a  trustee  of  the  will  of  the  testator; 

representative  '^"^»  ^^^^  *'^^^  exception,  she  knew  nothing  whatever 
of  a  trustee)  of  the  matters  mentioned  in  the  bill,  till  some  time  in 
first  heard^  of    ^r  about  the  month  of  August ,  1849,  when  certain  ap- 

the  questions  plications  were  made  to  her ;  and  she  insisted,  that  she 
raised  by  the      '  .  ,       x^,   .     ./r. 

bill.  ought  not  to  be  required  to  produce  to  the  Plamtitfs 

any  of  the  cases  for  the  opinion  of  Counsel,  or  copies 
thereof  respectively,  mentioned  in  the  schedule  to  the 
answer,  the  cases  having  been  stated,  and  the  opinions 
taken,  either  by  the  trustees  or  by  her,  in  reference  to 
the  matters  in  question  in  the  suit,  and  in  anticipation 
of  the  pending  proceedings,  and  with  a  view  to  their  de- 
fence from  such  proceedings. 

One  of  them,  however,  was  dated  in   1841,  and  all 
the  others,  except  one,  were  before  August j  1849. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  FoUett  and  Mr.  Cairns,  contended  that  they 
ought  to  be  prod  needy  as  they  had  been  taken  by  the 
trustees,  as  such,  and  not  in  contemplation  of  Htiga- 
tion,  and  in  fact  could  not  have  been  intended  by  the 
administratrix  to  prepare  for  her  defence,  as  they  had 
been  taken  before  the  time  she  heard  of  the  questions 
in  the  suit  being  raised. 

Mr.  Little^  contrite  contended  that  the  cases  and  opi* 
nions  were  privileged  ;  Brown  v.  OakshoU  (a) ;  Holmes 
v.  Baddeleyib).  [The  Master  of  the  Rolls.— Do  you 
put  it  so  high  as  this : — that  the  trustee  who  has  taken 
an  opinion  on  the  part  of  his  cestui  que  trust,  and 
then  seeks  to  defeat  his  interest,  must  not  be  compelled 
to  produce  it,  because  it  was  taken  in  contemplation  of 
litigation.  I  think  all  the  cases  and  opinions  taken  by 
the  original  trustees  must  be  produced ;  but  as  to  their 
representatives  the  case  is  different,  for  they  may  have 
taken  them  to  defend  themselves.] 

Mr.  FoUett,  in  reply.  The  Defendant  says  she  never 
heard  of  the  claim  before  August,  1849,  and  it  is  impos- 
sible that  she  previously  prepared  her  defence  to  it. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  all  the  cases  and  opinions  must  be  produced, 
except  the  one  taken  in  or  since  August,  1849. 

(a)  12  Beat.  252.  (6)  1  PhUl.  476,  reversing  5.  C.  6  Beav.  621. 
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RIDLEY  V.  TIPLADY. 

Jan.  25,  27. 

The  Master  X^Y  an  order  made  on  further  directions^  on  the  14th 

5orte"l,  u^der  of  July,  1862,  it  was  referred  back  to  the  Master 

the  proTisions  to  continue  the  account  of  what  was  due  to  the  Plaintiff 

of  the  **  Ma^ 

tera*  in  Chan-   <>"  ^^e  security  of  the  deposit  of  the  title  deeds  of  certain 

eery  Abolition  premises,  directed  to  be  taken  by  the  decree  made  on 

Act"  (15  &  16  '^  '  t     ^         r    - 

VicL  c.  80),      the  original  hearing,  from  the  foot  of  his  report  dated 

uITabfe^to^ro-  ^^®  ^^^^  ^*  ^^^  ^**®"  ^^^*  '  *^"^  '^  ^^^  ordered,  that  the 
ceed  with  an  Plaintiff's  costs  of  suit  should  be  taxed,  that  the  pre- 
ence,  by  reason  ^'ses  should  be  sold,   With  the   approbation  of  the. 

of  the  neglect    Master,  and  that  the  purchase-money  should  be  paid 

of  the  parties     .         ^ 

to  attend  his      mto  C/Ourt. 

summons,  and 

the  neglect 

having  been  In  pursuance  of  this  order  of  the  14th  July,  1852, 

by^the^soli-  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  '^^^9  ^^^9  ^^^  ^^^  sections  of  the  Masters'  in 
citorofthe  Chancery  Abolition  Ac£  (16  &  16  Vict.  c.  80),  the 
Court  directed  Master  made  his  report,  dated  the  13th  of  December ^ 

*?®7]*?'*"*^  1854,  stating,  that  he  had  summoned  the  parties  to 
should  be  pro-  »  f>»  r 

ceeded  with  in  attend  him,  to  take  his  directions  for  the  prosecution  of 

and"*the"client  ^^^  order  of  reference,  and,  for  the  reasons  thereinafter 

undertaking      mentioned,  he  had  thought  fit  to  make  his  report;  and 

action  against"  ^^  found,  that  the  order  was  brought  before  him  on  the 

the  solicitor  in  2nd  of  November,   1852,  for  his  directions  as  to  its 

conduct  of  the  prosecution,  but  because  of  the  non-attendance  of  the 

suit,  it  also       Defendant,  it  was  allowed  to  stand  over  till  the  9th  of 

ordered  the  so-  ' 

licitor  to  pay     the  same  month,  when  the  Defendant,  who  had  then 

mL'i^V  cert^  attended,  was  directed  to  bring  into  the  Master's  office 

ficate,  and  of    all  the  deeds,  &c.,  in  his  custody  or  power  relating  to 

proceedingrs!"   ^^^  premises,  but  not  having  done  so,  the  Master,  at 

the  request  of  the  Plaintiff,  by  his  certificate  dated  the 

24th  of  iVot;e»ift€r,  1852,  certified  the  Defendant's  default. 

And 


Ridley 

V. 
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And  he  found,  that  on  the  4th  of  December^  1852,  the        1855. 
Defendant  brought  in  the  deeds,  &c.,  and  that  on  the 
28th  of  January,  1853,  the  Plaintiff  obtained  leave  to 
inspect  them ;  but  that  neither  party,  though  repeatedly      Tipladt, 
summoned,  had  since  attended  him,  and  he  was  therefore 
unable  further  to  prosecute  the  order. 

The  Plaintiff  had  originally  employed  Mr.  Staintharpe, 
a  country  solicitor,  whose  town  agent  was  Mr.  Wright^ 
but  Mr.  Staintharpe  having  died  in  December^  1853, 
Mr.  Wright  had  since  acted  as  Plaintiff's  solicitor  in 
the  suit. 

During  the  years  1853  and  1854,  both  before  and 
after  the  death  of  Mr.  Stainthorpe,  the  Plaintiff  fre- 
quently complained  to  Mr.  Wright  of  the  delay  in  the 
prosecution  of  the  order,  and  Mr.  Wright  alleged  various 
reasons  by  way  of  excuse.  At  one  time,  he  alleged, 
that  he  had  not  received  a  satisfactory  answer  from 
Mr.  Stainthorpe  ;  at  another,  that  he  could  not  procure 
an  appointment  with  the  Master ;  and  again,  that  the 
Master  refused  to  order  a  sale  of  the  property  till  a 
future  time,  when  he  considered  it  would  realize  a  larger 
price ;  but  he  promised  to  expedite  the  business  as 
much  as  possible.  At  last,  on  the  12th  of  July^  1854, 
the  Plaintiff  wrote  to  Mr.  Wright j  requesting  an  ex- 
planation of  the  delay,  and  expressing  his  determination 
to  have  the  suit  brought  to  a  close,  or  to  know  why  it 
could  not  be  so  brought ;  and  having  received  no  answer, 
be  employed  another  solicitor,  between  whom  and  Mr. 
Wright  several  interviews  took  place  in  the  months  of 
Jidy,  August^  October  and  November^  but  without  any 
satisfactory  result. 

The  Plaintiff  then  changed  his  solicitor,  and  now 
moved,  that  the  account  of  what  was  due  to  him  on  the 

security 


Rl»LBT 
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1855.  security  of  the  deposit  of  title  deeds  of  the  premises 
directed  to  be  taken  by  the  decree  made  on  the  original 
hearing  from  the  foot  of  the  Master's  report,  dated  the 
TirLADT.  24th  of  May  then  last,  might  be  continued,  and  that 
the  premises  might  be  sold,  with  the  usual  directions, 
and  the  purchase-money  paid  into  Court,  and  that 
Mr.  Wright^  the  former  solicitor,  might  be  directed  to 
pay  to  the  Plaintiff  the  costs  occasioned  by  his  neglect 
to  carry  on  the  suit,  and  of  the  Master's  report,  and  of 
this  application. 

Mr.  Wright,  by  his  affidavit,  stated,  that  his  costs 
for  conducting  the  suit,  as  agent  of  Stainthorpe,  had  not 
been  paid. 

Mr.  J.  H.  Palmer,  in  support  of  the  motion,  cited 
Walmsley  v.  Booth  (a). 

Mr.  Cracknell,  for  Mr.  Wright,  contended,  that  be 
was  under  no  obligation  to  proceed  with  the  suit,  so 
long  as  his  costs,  as  the  agent  of  Mr.  Stainthorpe,  re- 
mained unpaid ;  and  that  on  the  employment  by  the 
Petitioner  in  July,  1854,  of  the  new  solicitor,  Mr.  Wright 
virtually  ceased  to  be  his  solicitor. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  satisfied  that  there 
had  been  gross  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  solicitor  in 
proceeding  with  the  suit,  and  that  the  explanations 
offered  afforded  no  sufficient  excuse  for  his  conduct, 
which  could  not  be  permitted  to  operate  to  the  prejudice 
of  his  client  He  said  he  would  consult  the  Judges  of 
the  other  branches  of  the  Court  as  to  the  order  to  be  made 
upon  that  part  of  the  motion  which  related  to  the  prosecu- 
tion of  the  order  of  the  14th  of  July,  1852,  in  chambers; 

but 
(a)  2  Atkyns,  27. 
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but  in  the  meantime  his  opinion  was,  that  the  solicitor  1855. 

must  pay  the  costs  of  the  Master's  report,  and  the  sub-  v^-v-^i/ 

sequent  proceedings  thereon,  together  with  those  of  this  '^^" 

application,  and  the  order  to  be  made  thereon.  Tiplady. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  had  not  had  time  -^^"*  ^^' 
to  consult  the  Judges,  but  he  had  seen  the  Master  on 
tbe  subject,  and  the  result  was,  that  he  would  direct  a 
reference  to  chambers,  and  the  order  to  be  prosecuted 
there  before  the  Chief  Clerk.  And  the  Plaintiff  under- 
taking not  to  bring  any  action  against  his  late  solicitor, 
Mr.  Wright,  in  respect  of  his  conduct  of  the  suit,  Mr. 
Wright  must  pay  to  the  Plaintiff,  John  Ridley^  and  the 
Defendants,  Robert*  Tiplady  and  James  Robinsoiiy  their 
costs  of  and  incident  to  the  Master's  certificate,  dated 
13th  oi  December  J  1854,  and  also  of  this  application. 


SYMES  t?.  MAGNAY. 

TN  1841,  Sir  William  Magnay  effected  an  assurance 
■*■  on  the  life  of  H.  M,  He  afterwards  incumbered 
the  policy,  and  notice  was  given  to  the  insurance 
office. 

H.  M.  died  in  1853,  and  an  action  was  brought  in 
the  name  of  Sir  William  Magnay  against  the  insurance 
company,  for  recovery  of  the  money  due  on  the  policy. 
The  insurance  company  thereupon  filed  this  bill  of 
interpleader  against  the  following  parties: — First,  Sir 
William  Magnay;   secondly,  Messrs.  Overerd  k  Co., 

who 


Jan,  24. 

The  Plaintiff 
in  an  inter- 
pleader suit 
disallowed  the 
costs  of  pro- 
ceedings taken 
by  him  in  the 
suit,  subse- 
quent to  his 
receiving 
notice  of  the 
withdrawal  of 
the  adverse 
claims. 
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1865.  ^bo  claimed  as  incumbrancers;  thirdly,  the  adminis- 
trator of  Rhys  JoneSf  who  claimed  as  subsequent  in- 
cumbrancer; and,  fourthly,  Paddon  and  his  children, 
who  set  up  a  claim  to  the  policy.  After  the  institu- 
tion of  the  suit,  the  sum  was  paid  into  Court,  and  the 
claim  of  Overerd  &  Co.  was  satisfied,  and  they  were 
dismissed.  Paddon  and  his  children  withdrew  their 
claim,  by  notice  to  the  office  on  the  16th  of  June,  1854, 
and  the  action,  though  in  the  name  of  Magnay,  was  for 
the  benefit  of  the  administrator  of  Rhys  Jones.  The 
Plaintiff*  nevertheless  served  Paddon  with  a  subpcena  to 
hear  judgment,  and  brought  the  cause  to  a  hearing. 
The  cause  came  on  upon  a  motion  for  a  decree,  and  the 
only  question  was  as  to  the  costs. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Ferrers^  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Follett,  for  Paddon  and  his  children. 

Mr.  -R.  Palmer,  for  Sir  William  Magnay,  and  the 
administrator  of  i2Ay«  Jones,  argued,  that  there  was  no 
necessity  for  filing  the  bill,  and  that  the  proceedings 
ought  not  to  have  been  continued  after  the  adverse 
claims  had  been  withdrawn. 

Mr.  Roupell,  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  interpleader  suits,  the  usual  practice  is  for  the 
PlaintiflF  to  obtain  the  costs  out  of  the  fund,  and  the 
contest  between  the  two  Defendants  is  then  put  in  a 
course  of  investigation,  and  the  one  in  the  wrong  ulti- 
mately pays  the  costs.  It  is  quite  a  modern  practice  to 
bring  a  bill  of  interpleader  to  a  hearing. 

I  am 
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I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Plaintiff  ought  not  to  have 
proceeded  after  he  had  notice  that  Paddon  bad  aban- 
doned his  claim.  I  am  at  a  loss  to  conceive  why 
Paddon  was  served  with  a  subpana  to  hear  judgment. 
I  think  the  costs  occasioned  thereby  must  be  paid  by 
the  Plaintiff.  As  to  the  other  costs,  an  application 
ought  to  have  been  made  by  the  Plaintiff  to  stay  the 
proceedings,  and  I  cannot  allow  him  any  costs  incurred 
after  notice  of  withdrawal  of  the  adverse  claims. 


1866. 


Note. ~ See  Siveil  v.  Abraham,  8  Beav.,  598. 
hour,  &c.  Company  v.  Hitchent,  15  Beav.  161. 


The  Sutton  Uar- 


THOMPSON  V.  DREW. 

/^N  the  24th  of  December,  1853,  Knowles,  being 
^^  indebted  to  Thompson  in  the  sum  of  33/.,  con- 
veyed to  him  certain  property.  The  deed  contained  a 
proviso,  that  if  Knowles  paid  Thompson  that  sum  by 
quarterly  instalments  of  5/.,  the  conveyance  should  be 
void ;  but  if  he  made  default,  Thompson  might,  after 
three  months*  notice,  sell  and  hold  the  proceeds,  in  trust, 
to  pay  himself  the  33/.,  and  after  payment  thereof,  in 
trust  for  KnowUs,  Thompson  covenanted  with  Knowles, 
at  any  time  before  such  sale  should  take  place,  on 
payment  of  33/.,  to  reconvey  the  premises,  and  Knowles 
'  covenanted  to  pay  the  33/. 

It  will  be  observed,  that  nothing  was  said  in  the  deed 
as  to  interest  on  the  33/. 

Default  was  made  in  payment,  and  this  was  a  claim 
filed  for  foreclosure. 


Jan,  20. 

A  mortj^nge 
deed  made  no 
provision  for 
interest,  and 
the  mortgagee 
thereby  agreed, 
upon  payment 
of  the  principal 
sum,  to  re- 
convey.   Held, 
that  the  mort- 
gage carried 
no  Interest. 


Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Moxon  asked  for  interest 
VOL.  XX.  B  from 
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from  the  day   of  default.     Tbey  cited  ^arguhar  v. 
MorrU  (a). 

Mr.  Toultnin,  contra.  No  interest  is  reserved  by  the 
deed,  and  the  mortgagee  positively  engages^  on  pay- 
ment of  33i  only,  tq  reconvey  the  property.  No 
interest  is  therefore  payable. 

Mr.  Seltoyn,  for  another  party. 

The  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  this  deed  does  not  carry  interest.  There  is  an 
express  contract  to  reconvey  on  payment  of  33/. 

(a)  7  Term  Rq>.  124. 


CHILD  t?.  CHILD. 

Feb.  8,  17. 
Tnwtectwere    -QY  a  settlement  made  in  1834,  on  the  marriage  of 
with  the  con-    "^     Mr.  and  Mrs.  Child,  certain  funds  were  settled 
vSfe  °to  lend     ^°  ^®  usual  trusts,  and  power  was  thereby  given  to 
the  trust  the  trustees,  with  the  consent  in  writing  of  Mrs.  Child, 

hiwband.*^  The  "  ^  '^"^^  ^^^  whole  or  any  part  of  the  trust  monies," 
wife  autho-  g^Q  at  interest,  payable  half-yearly,  after  the  rate  of  4i 
nzedanimme-  ,       .  »«      >-••  .i  . 

diate  loan  of     per  centum  per  annum,  at  the  least,  unto  Mr.  Child, 

jmrt,  and  of      u  ^ pQ^^  j^jg  \y[\\^^  bonds,  notes,  or  other  good  and  approved 

at  such  times     security." 
as  the  husband 
might  require, 

Und  covJl''         ^^  ^/^"'  ^^^'  ^^^  trustees  lent  Mr.  Child  1,560/. 

nanted  to  pay  of 

it  in  six 

months.     The 

money  was  not  called  in,  and  was  lost  by  the  insolvency  of  the  husband.    Held,  first, 

that  the  wife's  consent  could  not  be  given  prospectively;  and,  secondly,  that  the 

trustees  were  not  bound  to  call  in  the  money  at  the  end  of  six  months. 


Cbii.o 

f. 
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of  the  trust  monies,  and  by  a  deed  then  «X6cuted^  Mrs.  1965* 
Child  consented  to  that  loan  to  Mr.  Child,  and  to  the 
loan  of  the  ren>aining  trust  monieSy  at  such  tines  and 
in  such  proportions  as  Mr.  Child  might  require.  Mr.  Chi^p* 
Child  thereby  covenanted  to  repay  the  l^fiSO/.  **  at  the 
expiration  of  six  calendar  months  from  the  date  on 
demand  thereof.*'  Further  sums  were  afterwards  ad- 
vanced. 

The  money  was  not  called  in  at  the  expiration  of  the 
six  months,  and  it  was  lost  by  the  insolvency  of  Mr. 
ChiU. 

This  bill,  filed  by  Mrs.  Child,  sought  to  make  the 
trustees  responsible  for  the  loss. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Baggallay,  for  the  PlainttfiT,  argued, 
that  the  trustees  had  neglected  their  duty  by  not  calling 
in  the  money  at  the  end  of  six  months,  the  interest  not 
having  been  paid  ;  secondly,  that  the  trustees  could  not 
advance  Co  the  husband,  on  a  prospective  consent. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  C  Hall,  for  the  trustees, 
argued  that  they  were  not  bound  to  call  in  the  money 
at  the  end  of  six  months. 

As  to  the  liability  of  the  trustees  to  the  wife  for  the 
past  income,  the  cases  of  Caton  v.  Rideout  (a) ;  Buche-- 
ridge  v.  Glasse  (&) ;  Beretford  v.  The  Archbishop  of 
Armagh  (c) ;  Howard  y.  Earl  Bighy  (d),  were  referred 
to. 

Mr,  /.  H.  Palmer,  for  Mr.  Child. 

Mr. 

(a)  1  Mac,  4r  Gor,  599.  (r)  13  Sim.  643. 

(k)  Crmg  4r  Fh.  p.  137.  (ti)  2  Clark  if  Fin.  634. 

b2 
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Mr.  Lhydy  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


Feb.  17.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  only  question,  upon  which  it  is  necessary  for  me 
to  give  any  decision,  on  the  present  occasion,  is,  what 
were  the  duties  of  the  trustees  with  respect  to  the 
1,5501.,  and  whether  it  was  incumbent  upon  them  to 
have  called  it  in  at  the  end  of  six  months,  and  I  am  of 
opinion  it  was  not. 

I  concur  in  the  observations  made  by  Mr.  Lloyds 
that  this  settlement,  which  allowed  the  money  to  be 
lent  to  the  husband  with  the  consent  of  the  wife,  did 
not  thereby  mean,  that  she  might  give  a  prospective 
consent  to  future  loans  to  be  thereafter  made,  but  that 
her  consent  was  necessary  to  each  particular  loan :  still 
she  was  able  to  consent  to  a  loan  to  the  husband  for  an 
indefinite  time,  and,  in  order  to  support  the  proposition, 
that  the  trustees  were  bound  to  call  in  this  fund  at  the 
end  of  six  months,  it  must  be  established,  that  the  wife 
consented  only  to  a  loan  for  that  period. 

It  is  very  material  to  observe  how  the  consent  was 
given  by  this  deed.  It  is  given  in  respect  of  all  future 
loans,  and  it  is  therefore  obvious,  that  that  consent, 
if  it  were  valid,  would  have  authorized  the  trustees, 
upon  calling  in  the  money  at  the  end  of  six  months,  to 
have  immediately  lent  it  to  the  husband  again.  Now, 
though  I  am  of  opinion  that  her  consent  could  not  be 
given  prospectively,  still  we  may  refer  to  the  nature  of 

the 
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the  consent  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  what  was 
the  character  and  extent  of  it,  in  regard  to  this  particular 
loan ;  and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  it  shews  clearly,  this 
was  not  a  consent  to  a  loan  for  six  months  only,  but  to 
a  loan  to  the  husband  generally  and  indefinitely. 

Fixing  of  a  period  of  six  months  for  payment  is 
analogous  to  the  ordinary  case  of  fixing  a  period  for 
the  payment  of  money  lent  on  mortgage,  where  six  or 
twelye  months  is  the  period  usually  appointed  for  that 
purpose,  and  the  estate  becomes  absolute  at  law  if  the 
money  is  not  then  repaid.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  this 
direction  and  covenant  to  pay  at  the  end  of  six  months 
meant  nothing  more,  and  that  it  would  be  a  sort  of  trap 
to  the  trustees,  if,  upon  a  transaction  of  this  description, 
it  were  to  be  held,  that  with  the  consent  of  the  wife 
manifestly  for  a  longer  period,  they  were  liable  for  not 
having  called  in  the  money  at  the  end  of  six  months,  or, 
if  I  were  to  direct  an  inquiry,  whether  they  could  have 
effectually  called  it  in,  and  make  the  liability  of  the 
trustees  depend  upon  the  result  of  that  inquiry.  Upon 
that  point  I  am  in  favour  of  the  Defendants. 
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1856. 


EDMONDS  V.  MILLETT. 
Feb.  9. 

AteitotorffaTe  rilHE  testator  gave  his  real  and  personal  estate  to 
to  hit  son  the       ■  ^^  t  •  .     .      i^ 

option  of  trustees,  upon  trust,  as  to  his  one-sixth  share  in 

Stoti*at"lhS  fr««l^oW  and  leasehold  in  Penpol,  and  his  share  and 

to  bU  truiteet    interest  in  the  manor  of  Lelant  and  Trevethow,  ''at  some 

a  fair  and         ^'™^  within  seven  years  after  his  decease/  to  offer  to 

reasonable        geH  and  convey  the  same  unto  his  son,  Hannibal  Cur- 
value."    Tlie  ,^.„  /^  ,        .  '  „ 

trustees  bad      f^ow  Mtllett,  "  for  such  price  or  sum  of  money  as  to 

a  valuation       j^jg  trug^ees  "  should  seem  a  fair  and  reasonable  value/' 

made  which 

amounted  to      if  his  son,  Hannibal  Curnow  Mitteit,  should,  withia 

valuation  made  ^^^l''®  months  after  suoh  offer,  consent  to  purchase* 

at  the  instance  the  same  at  such  price  or  sum.     And,  in  case  he  should 

interested  in     refuse  to  purchase  or  neglect  to  accept  the  same,  at 

the  produce      gu^)^  price  and  within  twelve  monlhs,  as  aforesaid,  then 

exceeded  that  "^  „,.,,,  , 

by  one-third,    the  trustees  were  to  sell  and  hold  the  produce  on  cer- 

Held,  that  the  tain  trusts, 
trustees  hav-      "*  *  "udw. 
ing  fixed  what 
they  consi- 
dered "a  fttir        The  testator  died  on  the  13th  oi  January^  1848,  and 

^ue/Mha^ng  *®  *®^^"  X®**^  would  therefore  expire  on  the  13th  of 

authority  to      January ^  1866.    The  Plaintiff,  being  interested  in  the 

do  so,  it  was 

incumbent  on    purchase-money,  instituted  this  suit,  stating  that  the 

to*h**""tlft  ^^*^*^^''  *^*^  ^^^  offered  the  property  for  sale  as  directed 
it  was  fraudu-  by  the  will,  and  praying  for  the  administration  of  the 
to  prevent  the  ^^^  ^°^  personal  estate.  The  cause  having  come  on 
son's  pur-  before  the  expiration  of  the  seven  years,  it  was  ordered 
l,60olf  *  ^  stand  over,  to  enable  the  trustees  to  give  to  the  De- 
fendant, Hannibal  Curnow  Milieu^  the  option  of  pur- 
chasing the  property. 


The  trustees  had  a  valuation  made  of  the  property, 

which 
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which  amounted  to  1,500/.    The  yaluation  on  the  other 
side  amounted  to  500/.  more. 

Mr.  T,  C.  Thompson^  for  the  Plaintiff,  asked  that,  as 
the  valuations  differed,  another  survey  might  be  made 
or  an  umpire  appointed. 

Mr.  FoUeii  and  Mr.  Smale,  for  the  trustees.  It  is 
notorious  that  valuers  never  agree,  but  the  trustees  have 
had  a  valuation  made  which  is  not  impeached,  and  which 
they,  in  their  discretion,  consider  ''a  fair  and  reasonable 
value,''  at  which  to  offer  the  property  to  H.  C.  MiUett 

Mr.  Rmtpill,  for  H.  C.  Milleti,  asked  a  delay  of  a 
year  to  exei^cise  his  option  of  purchasing. 

Mr.  Thtmpifm^  in  reply,  asked  for  time  to  impeach 
the  valuattdn. 

The  MfASTBB  oftht  Rolls. 

I .  think  that  if  the  executors  have  fixed  what  they 
consider  **  a  fair  and  reasonable  value,"  having  authority 
to  do  so,  it  is  incumbent  on  the  Plaintiff  to  shew  it  is 
fraudulent  I  cannot  gi^e  the  Plaintiff  any  further  op- 
IBortunity  to  impeach  it. 

DeefatTc  that  thi^  is  the  offer  which  H.  C.  MiUett 
is  bound  to  accept  or  ifefus^,  and  direct  the  U6nal 
accounts. 
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Jan.  23. 24.29.  CARRODUS  V.  SHARP. 

Feb.  15. 

In  the  abwnce  TN  August,  1853,  the  Plaintiff.  Carrodus,  being  en- 
of  any  express     I      .  ,    T  ,      ,  ^  ...         ..    i    »»     ,  -       »».ii 

stipulation,  the        titled  to  the  lease  of  a  mill,  called  Beckfort  mm, 

expenses  and     agreed  to  assign  it  to  the  Defendant  Sharp.    The  lease 

outgoings  of        ^       ^  ^  '^ 

property  sold    contained  a  covenant  against  assignment  and  under- 

STthe  ven-™*  letting,  without  the  consent  of  the  lessor,  which  consent 
dors,  down  to  the  Plaintiff  undertook  to  obtain,  and  a  covenant  to  keep 
the  purchaser  ^^  premises  in  repair.  The  contract  also  provided,  that 
could  pru-  the  machinery  and  effects  should  be  valued  by  a  person 
possession,  t. «.  named  and  taken  by  the  Plaintiff  at  that  valuation. 
ri^"w*hcn  a  "^^y  ^^^  afterwards  valued  at  707/.  Differences  took 
good  title  was  place  after  long  communications  between  the  parties. 
The  validity  ^^^  ultimately,  in  November,  1853,  the  Defendant  having 
of  a  leasehold  denied  the  Plaintiff's  right  to  specific  performance,  the 
on  the  Insor's  vendor,   on  the  30th   of   November,  1853,  filed  this 

assent  to  the     claim  for  specific  performance.     A  decree  was  made 

assignment        ^  ^  ^ 

The  assent  was  in  February,  \%b^,  when  a  reference  was  made  as  to 

not  given  until  ^•.i 

after  suit  hy       "^'^• 

vendor.    Held, 

must  bear  the       '^^^  principal  point  in  contest  was,  when  the  lessor  had 

rent,  rates,        given  an  unqualified  assent  to  the  assignment,  and  both 

goings,  down    the  Chief  Clerk  and  the  Court  came  to  the  conclusion, 

the^  assent  and  ^°  *"  examination  of  the  evidence,  that  such  assent  had 

on  the  other     not  been  given  until  the  Ist  of  December,  1854. 
hand. that  the 
purchaser  must 

Axnn  thauime.      There  was  some  evidence  to  shew,  that  a  beam  or  some 

A  purchaser,  timbers  which  were  old  were  decaying,  and  some  flags 
who  had  alto-  ^     ^'  .    ^ 

gether  denied  ^^ 

the  vendor's 

right  to  a  specific  performance,  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  suit,  instituted  by  the  vendor 
for  that  purpose  down  to  the  hearing,  although  the  title  was  not  finally  completed 
untU  after  the  decree. 
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on  the  pavement  or  floor  seemed  to  be  in  an  ansatisfac-        1855. 
tory  state,  but  this  was  waived  by  the  lessor. 

The  claim  now  came  on  for  further  consideration. 
The  questions  remaining  to  be  decided  related  to  the  ex- 
penses and  outgoings  of  the  mill,  the  repairs  and  sus- 
tentation  of  the  premises  and  machinery,  the  interest 
on  the  amount  of  the  valuation  of  the  machineryi  kc. 
and  the  costs  of  the  suit 

Mr.  JRaupeU  and  Mr.  Amphlett,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  jB.  Palmer  and  Mr.  J.  V.  Prior ^  for  the  Defend- 
ant. 

Mr.  Raupellf  in  reply. 

Lang  v.  Collier  (a) ;  Monro  v.  Taylor  (ft) ;  Peers  v. 
Sneyd  (c)  ;  Harris  v.  Jones  (d) ;  ChUteridge  v.  Mun-^ 
yard{e),  were  cited;  and  see  Sug.  Concise  View{f); 
and  Robertson  v.  Shelton  {g). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolub  postponed  giving  his  judg- 
ment. 


The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls.  Jan.  39. 

The  questions  remaining  to  be  decided  relate  to  the 
expenses  and  outgoings  belonging  to  the  mill^  and  to 

the 

(a)  4  Huu,  269.  (e)  1  Mood.  4^  A.  173 ;  7  Cor* 

(6)  8  Hare,  51;    3  Mae.  ^     Sf  P.  129. 

Gor,  713.  C/)  Page  ^^1 ;  ^^  ^^^  329. 

(r)  17  Beav.  151.  (g)  12  Beav.  260. 
(d)  1  Mood,  i  R.  173. 
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1856.       the  repairs  and  sustentation  of  tbe  preinkea  and  the 
^*^^y^^      machinery  there,  and  the  cotits  of  the  soit. 

CARHODVi 

V. 

Shamp.  f  berjr  all,  I  think,  in  a  great  measure,  depend  on  the 

same  qaestion,  which  is  this : — from  what  time  is  the 
Defendant  to  be  treated  as  the  purchaser  of  the  mill  ? 
In  the  absence  of  any  express  contract  on  the  subject^ 
the  principle  on  which  this  question  depends  is  this : — 
At  what  time  could  the  purchaser,  acting  prudently, 
have  taken  possession  of  the  premises  sold  ?  Up  to 
that  time  the  expenses  and  outgoings  must  be  borne 
by  the  vendor,  and  from  that  time  they  fall  upon  the 
purchaser.  Although  this  is  not  universally  true,  yet 
usually  this  inquiry  is  answered,  by  considering  at  what 
time  a  good  title  was  first  shewn,  it  being  commonly 
clear  that  no  purchaser  can  prudently  take  possession 
of  what  he  has  contracted  to  buy,  until  he  is  satisfied 
that  he  will  be  able  to  retain  possession  of  it,  or,  in  other 
words,  until  a  good  title  is  shewn.  The  first  shewing 
of  a  good  title,  hoivever,  may  depend  on  a  slight  circum- 
stance, evidence  of  which  could  always  hfrve  been  fur- 
nished, if  required,  but  which  was  not  done,  because 
some  other  matter,  which  was  the  real  point  of  contest 
between  the  parties,  and  which  has  been  ultimately 
decided  against  the  purchaser. 

In  this  case,  my  certificate  shews,  that  a  good  title 
was  first  shewn  on  tbe  1st  of  December,  1854.  I  have 
read  through  the  affidavits,  and  attended  carefully  to 
the  arguments  of  Counsel,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
whether  tbe  Defendant  could  prudently  have  taken  pos- 
session of  the  premises  before  that  time ;  and  the  solution 
of  this  question,  in  my  opinion,  depends  on  whether  the 
lessor  had  assented  to  the  assignment  of  the  lease  to  the 
t)efendant,  for  the  lease  to  the  Plaintiff  contained  a 
condition,  that  he  was  not  to  assign  without  the  consent 

in 


CAitit0tnj^ 
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ID  writing  of  the  lessor.  [His  Hon^  examin^^d  the  1856. 
evidence  minately,  and  then  stated  the  conclusion  to 
wbich  he  had  arrived  as  fellows:]—!  attn  of  optnion*, 
thfit  no  such  assent  was  communicated  to  the  Defend-  SHAttf. 
Mty  86  wottid  have  enabled  bim  to  take  possessiofi  of 
the  Qiill,  with  a  reasonable  seoority  that  he  woirfd  be 
able  to  cowtiune  in  possession  of  it,  until  the  Ist  of 
December,  1854.  In  fact,  I  think  that  this  (Question  is 
concluded  by  the  certificate,  and  that  if  it  had  been 
previoosly  shewn  to  the  Defendant  that  the  lessor  would 
hare  assented  to  a  simple  and  oficonditional  assign-^ 
iifeeat  to-  him  of  the  PlaintiiF's^  lease,  there  beii^g  bo 
question  between  the  parties  beyond  this,-  a  good  titid 
would  have  been  shewn  and  the  matter  settled  between^ 
the  parlies ;  subjeiety  however^ to  some  question  respecting 
compensation  foi<  ditapidatiotis^ 

The  result  i»,  that  in'  my  opinion,  the  Plaintiff  will 
have  to  pay  the  outgoings  incidental  to  the  lease  of  the 
mill  up  to  the  1st  of  December,  1854. 

With  respect  to  the  dilapidattonsi  it  appears  to  me, 
upon  the  evidence,  that  some,  though  not  a  considerable, 
repair  is  required,  for  the  purpose  of  putting  the  mill 
into  tenantable  repair,  and  to  comply  with  what  is  re- 
quired by  the  landlord ;  I  refer  to  the  evidence  with 
regard  to  the  beam  in  the  mill  and  spme  flags  on  the 
pavement.  On  this  part  of  the  subject,  I  trust  that  the 
parties  will  have  the  good  sense  to  come  to  an  agree- 
ment as  to  the  payment  of  a  small  sum,  otherwise  it 
must  be  ascertained  by  the  Chief  Clerk. 

With  respect  to  the  machinery,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  Defendant  must  pay  the  707/.,  the  amount  of  the 
valuation,  but  that  he  is  not  liable  to  pay  any  interest 
on  that  sum  down  to  the  Ist  of  "December,  1854. 

I  am 
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I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Defendant  must  pay  the 
costs  of  the  suit  up  to  and  including  the  hearing,  as  it 
was  occasioned  by  his  resisting  a  decree  for  speciBc 
performance,  which,  in  my  opinion,  he  was  not  entitled 
to  do  (a) ;  but,  since  that  period,  the  parties  appear  to 
me  to  haye  mutually  claimed  what  they  were  not  entitled 
to,  and  I  shall  therefore  give  no  subsequent  costs  on 
either  side. 

There  will  therefore  be  a  decree  directing  an  assign^ 
ment  of  the  lease ;  the  Defendant  must  pay  the  707/., 
with  interest  thereon  from  the  1st  of  December^  1854, 
together  with  the  rent,  rates  and  taxes,  and  other 
outgoings  of  the  mill  and  machinery,  and  the  preserva- 
tion thereof,  since  the  1st  of  December ^  1864.  The 
Plaintiff  will  have  to  bear  them  down  to  that  date,  and 
must  pay  a  sum  to  be  arranged  or  ascertained  in  respect 
of  the  dilapidations  of  the  mill.  The  Defendant  must 
also  pay  the  Plaintiff  the  costs  of  suit  up  to  and  in- 
cluding the  first  hearing. 

(a)  Scoona  v.  Morrell,  1  Beav,  251. 
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Dec.  14. 

GRIFFIN  V.  CLOWES.  1866. 

March  2. 
Y  indeDture,  dated  the  10th  of  May,  1843,  Griffin  il.  mortgaged 
mortgaged  some  freeholds   to   the  Defendants,  thrw  toastecs, 
Alexander  Davis^  Emilia  Davis,  and  Collingridge,  for  -B-i  C.  and  D. 
securing  500/.    This  sum  was  part  of  monies,  of  which  after,  £.,  who 
Alexander  Davis,  Emilia  Davis,  and  Collingridge  were  T^,^  wlicitor, 
trustees,  and  by  the  deed  they  were  declared  to  be  handtaium 
entitled  thereto  «  on  a  joint  account/'  Seff  i*^    • 

proposed  to  lay 
It  out  on  a 
In  1849,  Collingridge,  who  was  a  solicitor,  had  in  his  transfer  of  the 

hands  a  sum  of  600/.  belonging  to  a  client,  the  Defend-  "^^^^  ^^ 

ant  Clowes,     Collingridge,  without  the  knowledge   of  transfer,  which 

his  co'trustees,  gave  notice  to  Griffin  to  pay  off  the  by'il^^A  and 

mortgage,  and  he  prepared  a  transfer  thereof  to  Clowes.  C.,  hut  not  hy 

D.,  and  a 
receipt  for  the 
money  was 
By  this  deed,  dated  the  27th  of  June,  1849,  in  con-  signed  hy  B. 

sideration  of  a  sum  of  600/.  therein  stated  to  be  paid  5"^  ^-  *^°'*«' 

-r^  ^°  money  was 

by  Clowes  to  Alexander  Davis,  Emilia  Davis,  and  ever  paid,  and 

Collingridge,  they  purported  to  convey,   and    Griffin  ^]^^^^\,^^ 

confirmed,  the  property  to  Clowes,  subject  to  a  new  vency.   Held, 

proviso  for  redemption,  on  payment  of  600/.  and  interest,  alleged  transfer 

and  Griffin  covenanted,  in  the  usual  form,  to  pay  that  \^  *•  *«* 

meffectual,  the 

sum.  consideration 

not  having 
actually  heen 
This  deed,  being  executed  by  Griffin  and  by  Colling^  paid,  and  that, 

rwtytf,  Collingridge,  in  August,  1850,  representing  the  d^^'jiSl'i?* 

money  was  about  to  be  paid  off,  obtained  the  signature  operative  both 

of  Emilia  Davis  to  this  deed,  but  Alexander  Davis  re-  mortgagor  and 

fused  to  execute  it  until  payment  and  reinvestment  of  *^*  ^^^  '"*•" 

the  600/.,  and  it  was  never  executed  by  him.     A  receipt 

for  600/.  was  indorsed  on  this  deed,  which  was  signed 

by 


Gripfin 

V, 
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1854.  by  CoUhgridge  and  Emilia  Davis  only.  Collingridge 
never  paid  over  any  part  of  the  500/.,  and  it  was  lost 
by  his  insolvency.     The  deeds,  thus  imperrect,  were 

CiQwxi.  handed  over  by  him  to  Clowes^  who  received  interest  on 
the  mortgage  down  to  December ^  1851. 

In  September,  1853,  Griffin  filed  this  bill  against 
Clowes  and  the  three  trustees,  stating  the  difficulties  in 
obtaining  a  reconveyance,  and  praying  to  redeem,  on 
payment  of  what  was  due  on  the  indenture  of  1849,  and 
to  restrain  thq  Defendants  from  proceedings  at  law  to 
recover  the  money,  Collingridge  had  gone  out  of  the 
jurisdiction. 

By  the  decree  an  account  was  directed  of  what,  if 
anything,  was  due  to  the  Defendants,  or  any  or  either 
of  them,  on  the  security  of  the  indentures  of  1843  and 
1849,  or  either  of  them. 

The  Chief  Clerk  certified,  that  500/.  was  due  to  the 
Defendants  Alexander  Dams,  £milia  Davis,  and 
Charles  Collingridge,  on  a  joint  account,  on  the  security 
of  the  deed  of  1845,  with  interest  from  December,  1851. 

Dec.  14.  A  motion  was  now  made  by  Clowes,  that  the  certifi-* 

pate  might  be  varied,  by  introducing  a  statement  that 
the  500/.  and  interest  were  due  to  Clowes  on  the  deed 
of  1849. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Hemming,  in  support  of  the 
motion,  argued,  that  in  these  transactions  Collingridge 
was  the  solicitor  of  the  trustees  as  well  as  of  Clowes, 
and  that  he  had  full  authority  to  act  for  them  in  the 
matter ;  that  Alexander  Davis  was  bound  to  execute  the 
deed  of  1849,  because  having  authorized  Collingridge 
to  act  for  him,  his  receipt  therefore  bound  him.     Here 

there 


Gtiiwwnf 

V. 
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there  was  the  receipt  for  the  money  not  only  of  Colling-       1854. 

ridge,  but  of  JEmilia  Davis,  which  evidenced  the  passing 

of  the  consideration ;  and  that  payment  to  one  of  several 

joint  tenants  was  a  valid  payment;    for   it  was  not      Clowk«. 

necessary,  even  at  law,  to  allege  an  authority  for  one 

out  of  three  joint  tenants  to  receive  a  joint  demand ; 

Wallaces.  KeUall {a). 

They  argued,  further,  that  the  possession  of  the  deed 
by  Collingridge  authorized  his  receipt  of  the  money ; 
Sir  John  Wolstenholm  v.  Davies  (b) ;  Abbington  v. 
Orme(c).  That  the  deed  of  1849  was  not  a  transfer 
but  a  newmortgage  deed,  and  that  by  the  bill  itself  the 
Plaintiff  offered  to  pay  what  was  due  on  that  deed  of 
1849.  That  Clowes,  who  was  a  purchaser  for  valuable 
consideration,  could  not  be  compelled  to  part  with  the 
title  deeds,  or  to  reconvey  the  property  until  he  had 
received  payment  of  what  he  had  advanced.  They 
argued  also,  that  the  other  side  were  bound  by  laches, 
negligence  and  acquiescence. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  in  substance,  said,  that 
there  had  been  no  payment  of  the  600/.  to  Collingridge, 
on  behalf  of  the  trustees,  but  a  mere  retainer  in  his 
hands  of  so  much  of  Clowes' s  money.  That  Collingridge 
had  executed  and  had  got  Emilia  Davis  to  execute  the 
deed,  but  that  Alexander  Davis  had  refused  to  do  so 
until  payment.  That  it  appeared  to  him,  therefore,  to 
have  remained  an  escrow  in  the  hands  of  Collingridge, 
Clowes's  agent;  and  that,  although  it  was  hard  upon 
Clowes,  still  he  must  be  the  loser,  in  consequence  of  the 
acts  of  his  agent. 

Confirm 

(a)  7  Mee,  *  WeU.  264.  (c)  1  Eg.  Ca.  Ab.  145. 

(6)   Freeman't  a  C.  2S9. 
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1%S4.  Con£rm  tbe  certificate,  and  refjse  the  nsodoQ  with 

^-^^^      costs. 
Gmxwis 

1853. 
Mardk  2L  The  caBse  now  came  oo  for  farther  dircctxoos  and  as 

tOCOitS. 

Mr.  JZ.  Palma-  and  Mr.  T.  IT.  TemO,  for  the  Plain- 
tiff, asked  for  tbe  nsoal  decree  for  redemptioa,  oo  pay- 
ment of  the  oOOL  and  interest  to  the  three  tmstees ;  for 
the  deiiYerynp  of  OtMPes's  mortgage  to  be  cancelled;  for 
an  iojonctioo  against  proceedings  at  law  oo  it;  and  that 
Clowes  might  paj  the  costs  of  suit.  Tbej  cited  Yamg 
V.  Wkiieia);  Yomag  w.  Gay  (6). 

Mr.  RarnpeH  and  Mr.  Uemmimg^  for  Clowes^  in  addition 
to  the  former  argument,  added,  that  tbe  bill  did  not  ask 
for  the  cancellation  of  the  deed  of  1849,  bat  treated  it 
as  valid,  and  sought  relief  in  respect  of  one  only  of 
tbe  two  deeds  and  debts.  That  the  covenant  of  Griffin^ 
in  the  second  deed,  was  valid,  though  not  execated  by 
the  covenantees ;  Soprani  v.  Skmrro  (c) ;  that  the  deed 
ought  not  to  be  delivered  up  or  cancelled,  nor  ought 
the  covenantee  to  be  restrained  from  enforcing  his  legal 
remedies. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Shebbeare,  for  Alexander  and 
Emilia  Davis. 

Mr.  A.  H.  Welch,  for  another  party. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  I  must  give  effect  to  my  deci- 
sion upon  the  motion  to  vary  the  certificate,  which  I 

have 
(«)  7  Beav.  606.        (6)  8  Beav.  147.        (c)   Yelvertan,  18. 
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have  confirmed^  and  the  only  question  is,  in  what  mode 
ought  that  to  be  done  ?  I  think  that  the  Counsel  for 
Mr.  Clowes  do  not  adopt  the  view  I  then  took,  when 
they  speak  of  two  debts.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  in  this 
case,  there  are  not  two  debts. 


65 
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Orifpiv 

Clowes. 


I  must  treat  the  case  thus: — as  if  the  owner  of  an 
estate  had  executed  and  delivered  to  Mr.  Clowes,  a  deed 
similar  to  that  of  1849,  in  consideration  of  600/.,  ex- 
pressed to  have  been  paid  by  Mr.  Clowes,  and  that  he 
had  never  paid  the  money.  My  decision,  in  point  of  fact, 
isy  that  he  never  did  pay  the  money , — that  he  had  in- 
trusted money,  some  time  before,  to  Mr.  Collinridge, 
and  expected  he  would  pay  it  over,  but  that,  in  fact, 
Mr.  Collinridge  never  did  pay  it ;  so  that  Mr.  Clowes 
has  never  paid  the  money,  and  it  never  came  to  the 
bands  of  the  persons  to  whom  he  intended  it  to  be  paid. 
Consequently,  it  must  be  looked  at  in  the  same  way  as 
if  a  mortgagor  had  executed  a  mortgage  deed  in  favour 
of  a  mortgagee  for  600/.,  with  the  usual  covenant  to 
pay,  and  had  delivered  the  deed  to  him,  but  the  mort- 
gagee having  got  possession  of  the  deed,  had,  in  fact, 
never  paid  the  money. 

It  is  true  there  is  this  distinction,  that  the  case  sup- 
posed could  scarcely  have  occurred  without  some  sus- 
picion of  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  mortgagee,  and  that 
there  is  no  fraud  of  any  sort  existing  in  this  case,  ex- 
cept that  committed  by  Collinridge^ 

The  question  really  is,  which  of  the  innocent  parties 
is  to  bear  the  loss?  and  I  apprehend,  that,  in  the  case  I 
have  stated,  the  equity  would  be  very  clear,  and  that 
this  Court  would  not  allow  the  mortgagee,  who  had 
not  paid  the  money,  to  bring  an  action  on  the  covenant, 
because  he  would  recover  at  law,  for  the  covenantor 

YOL.  XX.  F  could 


66  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1856.  coald  not  raise  the  qaestioOy  whether  the  consideratioo 
money  had,  or  not,  been  paid ;  the  deed  would  be  con- 
closive  evidence  apon  that  subject,  in  a  Court  of  Law. 
But  it  is  clear  that  in  equity,  if  no  money  had  been 
paid,  this  Court  would  not  allow  the  covenantee  to 
sue  the  covenantor  for  the  amount,  nor  would  it  allow 
him  to  retain  the  legal  estate  conveyed  to  him  by  a 
deed,  the  foundation  and  validity  of  which  would  here 
depend  upon  payment  of  a  sum  of  money,  and  which 
had  not  been  paid. 

I  think,  therefore,  after  some  hesitation  upon  the 
subject,  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  that  the  form  of 
the  relief  asked  by  the  prayer  is  correct,  and  that  there 
ought  to  be  an  injunction  against  suing  upon  the  cove- 
nant, and  a  reconveyance  of  the  estate  by  both  De- 
fendants. That  will  render  the  delivery  up  of  the  deed 
unnecessary. 

Mr.  Clowes  must  pay  the  costs  of  suit 
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WORTHINGTON  t;.  WIGINTON.  March  lo.  12. 

April  21. 
rpHE  testator,  WiUiam  Webb,  having  invested  monies  To  constitute 
^     of  his  own  in  the  joint  names  of  himself  and  his  comiludedelec- 

wife,  Sarah  Webb,  in  the  purchase  of  3/.  per  Cent.  Con-  t'on*  there 

1-  «        1  -n     «     «         .  .  .        .1  11.     naust  be,  first, 

sohdated  Bank  Annuities,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  clear  proof 

2,666/.  6*.  Irf.,  made  his  will  on  the  18th  of  August,  thattfie  person 

*  '  ^      '  was  aware  of 

1832,  and  he  thereby  gave  two  freehold  houses  in  Arthur  the  nature  and 

Street,  Middlesex,  to  his  wife,  for  her  separate  use,  for  righto -^and" 
life,  and  after  her  decease,  to  his  daughter  Mary  Worths  secondly,  that 
ington,  then  the  wife  of  the  Plaintiff.  Thomas  Worthing^  knowUdge,  he 
tan,  for  life,  for  her  separate  use,  and  after  her  decease,  >nt«nded  to 
to  her  children ;  but  if  his  daughter  should  die  without      a  testator, 
leaving  issue  of  her  body  her  surviving,  and  if  the  y^^^'sum 
Plaintiff  should  survive  her,  then   he  gave  the  two  of  money  in 
houses  to  the  Plaintiff  in  fee.  p^^  nameTof 

himself  and 
The  testator  next  bequeathed  several  leasehold  houses,  ^?  J'^^u^J^® 
in  Howards  Green  and  Devonshire  Street,  Middlesex,  and  leasehold 
to  his  wife,  for  life,  and  proceeded  thus:—"  I  also  give  the^spedfic 
and  bequeath  unto  my  said  dear  wife,  Sarah  Webb,  all  "tock  to  her 
my  stock  and  monies  in  the  funds,  now  consisting  of  remainders 

2,666/.6«.  Id.,  31.  per  Cent  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities,  over,  and  he 

1     .,       ^  .^  ,  .  n  «ppomted 

and  all  and  every  other  such  sum  and  sums  of  money,  her  his  sole 

in  the  same  or  any  other  funds,  as  I  may  be  possessed  *e,^u^**  j^ 

of  gatee.  The 
wife,  after 
her  husband's  death,  had  the  stock  transferred  into  her  own  name,  and  did  not  include 
it  in  the  estimate  for  the  purposes  of  probate.  Shj  recovered  debts  as  executrix, 
occupied  one  of  the  houses,  and  enjoyed  the  rents  of  the  estates,  and  on  her  second 
marriage,  she  transferred  the  stock  into  the  names  of  herself  and  of  another  person, 
in  trust  for  herself  for  life  for  her  separate  use,  and  then  as  she  should  appoint  by 
wOl.  She  died  sixteen  years  after  the  testator,  and  it  was  found  by  the  Master,  that 
It  would  have  been  greatlv  to  her  disadvantage  to  have  elected  to  take  under  the  will. 
Held,  nevertheless,  that  she  had  elected  so  to  take. 

f2 
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1856.  of  ftt  the  time  of  my  decease,  my  said  dear  wife,  Sarak 
Webbf  to  receive  and  take  the  iaterest  and  dividends 
thereof,  from  time  to  time,  to  and  for  her  own  sole  and 
separate  ose  and  benefit,  for  and  daring  the  term  of 
her  natural  life.  And  from  and  after  the  decease  of  my 
said  dear  wife,  Sarah  Webb,  then  I  give,  devise  and 
bequeath  all  and  singular  my  said  leasehold  messuages 
or  tenements,  situate  in  Howard t  Green  and  JDtvimr 
shire  Street  aforesaid,  and  all  my  stocks,  funds  and 
securities,  as  aforesaid,  and  the  rents,  profits  and  in- 
terest thereof,  in  the  same  manner,  and  for  the  same 
ends,  intents  and  purposes,  and  to  he  sold  and  disposed 
of  as  my  said  two  freehold  messuages  or  tenements 
in  Arthur  Street  aforesaid,  to  and  for  the  use  and  bene- 
fit of  my  daughter,  Mary  Warthington,  her  husband, 
Thomas  Warthington,  and  their  child  and  children  as 
aforesaid.  I  give  and  bequeath  all  the  rest,  residue  and 
remainder  of  my  estate  and  effects  whatsoever  and 
wheresoever,  and  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever,  unto 
my  said  wife,  Sarah  Webb.** 

The  testator  appointed  his  wife  sole  executrix  of  his 
will. 

The  testator,  after  the  date  of  his  will,  invested  a 
further  sum  of  his  own  in  the  purchase  of  50/.  3/.  per 
Cent.  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities,  in  the  joint  names 
of  himself  and  his  wife,  making  in  all  2,705/.  bs.  \d. ; 
and  he  died  on  the  26th  of  November,  1832. 

Mrs.  Webb,  the  widow,  proved  the  will,  in  March, 
1833,  and,  in  the  June  following,  she  transferred  the 
stock  standing  in  the  joint  names  of  the  testator  and 
herself  into  her  own  name,  and,  by  purchases  in  her 
own  name,  previously  to  August,  1843,  she  increased 
the  stock  to  the  sum  of  3,395/. 

Mrs. 
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Mrs.  Webb  did  noty  for  the  purposes  of  probate,  in- 
clude the  2.706/.  6$.  Id.  stock  in  her  estimate  of  the    ^ 

«  •    1  t       1  t  WORTHINO- 

testator  s  personal  estate,  which  was  sworn  by  her  to  be         ton 
under  600/. 


WlOINTOV. 


In  the  year  1833,  Mrs.  Webb  recovered,  in  an  action 
against  a  debtor  to  the  testator's  estate,  the  sum  of 
174/. ;  and  for  a  year  after  the  testator's  death  she  re- 
ceived the  rents  of  the  leasehold  houses ;  but  having 
received  notice  to  repair  five  of  them,  situate  in  Howard's 
Green,  she  gave  them  up  to  the  landlord  in  consideration 
of  a  sum  of  12/.  paid  by  him.  One  of  the  two  other 
leasehold  houses,  which  were  situate  in  Devonshire 
Street,  had  been  occupied  by  the  testator,  and  the  widow 
continued  to  reside  in  it  after  his  decease,  during  the 
whole  of  her  life,  and  she  used  the  furniture  it  contained 
for  the  purpose  of  her  occupation.  She  received  the 
rents  of  the  other  leasehold  house,  and  also  of  the  two 
freehold  houses,  out  of  which,  however,  she  was  en- 
titled to  dower. 

On  the  16th  of  November ^  1836,  Mary  Worthington^ 
the  daughter,  died  without  leaving  issue ;  and,  in  1838, 
the  Plaintiff,  at  Mrs.  WebVs  request,  went  to  reside  with 
her,  and  continued  to  do  so  till  some  time  in  the  year 
1843.- 

On  the  2l8t  of  August^  1843,  the  day  before  her  mar- 
riage with  Abraham  Shearing^  Mrs.  Webb  transferred 
the  3,396/.  stock  into  the  joint  names  of  herself  and 
Edmund  Ephraim  Wiginton,  and  on  the  22nd  of  the 
same  month,  a  memorandum  of  agreement  was  signed 
by  her  and  Shearing,  whereby  it  was  agreed,  that  all 
the  property  belonging,  or  thereafter  to  belong,  to  Mrs. 
Webb,  should  be  settled  upon  her  for  life,  for  her  sole 

and 
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and  separate  use,  and  after  ber  decease,  it  was  to  be  dis- 
posed of  as  she,  by  will  or  otherwise,  notwithstanding 
coverture,  should  direct. 

By  her  will,  dated  the  6th  of  October,  1847,  Mrs. 
Shearing  gave  a  watch  to  Mrs.  WigintoUf  and  all  the 
residue  of  her  property,  over  which  she  had  any  dis- 
posing power,  to  Edmund  C  Wiginton,  in  trust,  to  pay 
thereout  an  annuity  of  40Z.  to  her  husband,  so  long  as 
he  remained  unmarried,  and,  subject  thereto,  for  the  sole 
use  of  E.  E.  W^intoH ;  and  she  appointed  him  and 
his  son,  E.  W.  Wiginton,  her  executors. 

The  testatrix  died  on  the  6th  of  March,  1848,  having 
resided  in  the  house  No.  41,  Devonshire  Street,  up  to 
her  decease,  and  having  received  the  rents  of  the  house 
No.  42,  in  the  same  street,  and  of  the  freehold  houses, 
and  the  dividends  on  the  stock.  Her  will  was  proved 
on  the  27th  of  March,  1848,  her  property  being  sworn 
under  100/.,  and,  on  the  day  before,  E.  E.  Wiginton 
died,  having  by  his  will  appointed  his  wife  and  his  son, 
E.  W.  Wiginton,  his  executors. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  question  was,  whether 
the  testatrix,  Mrs.  Shearing,  had  elected  to  take  under  the 
will  of  her  first  husband,  and  whether  her  representatives 
might  not  now  elect  to  take  adversely  to  that  will  ? 

The  Master  had  found,  that  Mrs.  Shearing  did  not 
elect  to  take  under  the  will,  and  that  it  would  have  been 
greatly  to  her  disadvantage  to  have  elected  to  take  under 
the  will.    The  Plaintiff  excepted  to  that  finding. 

Mr.  i2.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Lambert,  in  support  of  the 
exception.  The  wife  was  appointed  executrix  and  sole 
trustee  of  the  will,  and  the  question  is,  did  she  accept 

the 
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the  trosts  of  it?  By  proving  the  willi  she  so  far  cer- 
tainly accepted  the  tmstSy  and  the  acta  done  by  her 
afterwards  were  by  no  means  equivocal^  they  were 
clearly  in  accordance  with  and  in  adoption  of  the  dis- 
positions made  by  the  will.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  to 
be  obsenred,  the  property  had  belonged  to  the  husband, 
and  therefore  many  moral  and  reasonable  considerations, 
not  involving  a  legal,  but  an  imperfect  moral  obligation 
existed,  which  would  make  it  natural  for  the  wife  to 
confirm  the  will  of  her  husband,  and  therefore,  nega- 
tively, it  is  highly  probable  that  she  intended  to  confirm 
it.  But  there  are  positive  acts  of  the  widow.  She 
proved  the  will,  and  the  consequence  is,  she  knew  two 
things ;  first,  the  value  of  all  that  her  husband  had  dis- 
posed of  by  his  will,  and  all  the  benefits  she  could  take 
under  it  As  to  this  there  was  no  uncertainty,  for  the 
property  is  sworn  by  her  to  be  under  500/.  Secondly, 
she  knew  that  the  stock  legally  survived  to  herself,  and 
did  not  pass  under  her  husband's  will  (a),  and  accord- 
inglyi  she  did  not  include  it  in  the  estimate  of  the  testa- 
tor's property,  made  for  the  purposes  of  probate,  and  it 
was  not  subject  to  legacy  or  probate  duty,  though  given 
up  or  brought  into  the  testator's  property,  under  the 
doctrine  of  election;  Laurie  v.  Clutton(b).  Knowing 
all  this,  the  widow  continued  to  deal  with  the  property 
during  her  widowhood,  as  if  under  the  provisions  of  the 
will.  She  transferred  the  stock  into  her  sole  name, 
allowed  it  to  remain,  and  received  and  applied  to  her 
own  use  both  the  dividends  of  it  and  the  rents  of  the 
freeholds  and  leaseholds.  Again,  after  her  marriage, 
she  appropriated  to  herself  the  whole  income  of  her 
husband's  real  and  personal  estate.  What  greater  evi- 
dence could  there  be  of  an  intention  to  give  effect  to 

the 

(a)  DummerY.PUcker,2MyL  (6)  15  Beao.  131. 

A  K.  262. 


1855. 


WoBTHiva- 

9. 
WlOMTON. 
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the  will  ?  She  nmsty  tberefore,  according  to  all  the 
cases  on  the  sabject,  be  considered  as  having  elected 
to  take  under  the  will.  The  cases,  indeed,  show,  that 
election  may  be  kept  suspended  while  there  is  ancer- 
tainty  as  to  the  situation  of  the  property,  or  the  be- 
nefit or  advantage  to  be  derived  from  the  exercise  of 
the  right  to  elect,  or  where  the  party  thbks  himself 
not  bound  to  elect  The  cases  are  all  to  be  found 
in  2  Rep.  Leg.  (a),  and  it  may  be  sufficient  to  refer 
to  Tucker  v.  Sanger  (6)  ;  Butriche  v.  Broadhwnl  (c) ; 
Whistler  v.  Webster  (d) ;  Wake  v.  Wake  (e).  Her  con- 
duct is  consistent  with  her  title  under  the  will,  and 
altogether  inconsistent  with  electing  to  take  against  it ; 
Archer  v.  Pcpe  (  f) ;  Tomkyns  v.  Ladbroke  {g) ;  Harvey 
v.  Ashley  (A) ;  Pawlett  v.  Delaval  (i ) ;  Duke  of  Nor- 
thumberland  v.  Aylesfcrd{k) ;  Duke  of  Narlhumberland 
V.  Egremoni  (JL) ;  Stratford  v.  Powell  {m) ;  Giddings  v. 
Giddings  (n).  On  the  whole,  it  is  submitted  that  the 
Master  is  wrong  upon  thig  point 


Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Archibald  Smith,  for  the  De- 
fendant Wiginton,  contended,  that  the  widow  not  only 
had  made  no  election,  but  had  shown  by  her  dealings 
with  the  stock  that  she  considered  it  to  be  her  own,  and 
that  she  meant  to  deal  with  it  as  such.  And  as  to 
her  entering  into  possession  of  the  testator's  real  and 
personal  estate,  she  did  so  in  her  character  of  executrix, 
and  in  right  of  her  dower.  That  on  a  question  of  inten- 
tion  the    maxim  of  ignorantia  legis  non  excusat  was 

inapplicable. 


(a)  Pages   1652—1655,  &c. 
(WhUe'i  edit), 

(6)  M'CUL  439;    13  Price, 
607. 

(c)  1    Vei.  Jan.  171 ;  3   Bro. 
C,  C  88. 

\d)  2  Fei.jwn.' 367. 

(e)  ]  Fes.  jun.  335. 
(/)  2  Fes.  len.  523. 


(g)  2  Vet,  ten,  592,  593. 

(A)  3  Atk.  615. 

(i)  2  Vet,  sen.  670. 

(k)  AmbL  540  ;  S.  C.  nom. 
Earl  of  Nor  thumberland  v.  Mar- 
quis of  Granhy,  1  Eden,  498. 

(/)  Amhl.667. 

(m)  1  Ball  if  fi.  24.  * 

(n)  3  jRuss.  241. 
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inapplicable.    They  commented  on  Wake  v.  Wake  (a) ;  1856. 

Butricke    v.   Broadkurst  (A) ;     and    cited    Dillon    v.  ^^v^^ 
Parker  (c) ;   Brice  v.  Brice  (rf) ;   Edwards   v.  JIfor-         ^^m 
^an  (e);  Padbury  v.  Clark  (f). 

Mr.  Hobkousef  for  George  Cfray,  the  administrator 
oJ  &'teiii  of  Mrs.  Shearing. 

Mr.  22.  Palmer,  in  reply. 


WlOIMTOH. 


7%e  Mabtbr  of/^e  Rolls. 

I  will  look  at  the  authorities  before  I  decide;  but 
with  reference  to  the  argument,  that  this  lady  was  not 
cognizant  of  her  rights,  and  had  no  knowledge  of  the 
law,  I  will  now  state,  that  every. one  is  assumed  to 
know,  that  if  he  takes  under  a  will,  he  must  give  full 
effect  to  it,  and  that  he  cannot 'be  allowed  to  adopt 
that  part  of  it  which  is  for  his  advantage,  and  reject 
that  which  is  not ;  but  whether  the  person  taking 
under  the  will  knew  he  had  an  interest  adverse  to  it, 
is  a  question  of  fact,  resting  on  evidence.  I  will  look 
into  the  cases. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


AprU  21. 


This  is  an  exception  taken  to  the  Master's  report, 
finding  that  Mrs.  Shearing,  the  widow  of  the  testator 
Webb,  did  not  elect  to  take  under  his  will.    The  facts 

which 


(/i)  1  Vei.jun.  335. 

(6)  1  Va.  jun.  171  ;  3  Bro. 
C  C  88. 

\c)  1  Swantt.  359;  1  WiU. 
253 ;  Jac.  505  \  \  CI  ^  Fin. 
303. 


(d)  2  Ifo//.  21. 

(e)  1  M*CUL  541 ;  13  Price, 
782;  1  Bli,  (N.5.)401. 

(/)  2Macn.  ^  G.  298;  2  H. 
^  Tw.  341. 
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1865.       which  raise  the  question  are  as  follow. 
stated  them.^ 


[2Rf  HomoT 


WOBTBIHO* 
TOM 

WiaiflTOM. 


The  qaestion  is,  whether,  in  this  state  of  thingSy  the 
testatrix,  Mrs.  Shearing,  the  widow  of  the  testator, 
can  be  held  to  have  elected  to  take  under  the  will  of 
her  first  husband,  and  whether  her  representative  may 
not  now  elect  to  take  adversely  to  the  will  of  the  ori- 
ginal testator? 


That  election  may  be  inferred  from  the  circumstances, 
and  from  the  acts  of  the  persons  bound  to  elect,  is  not 
an  open  question.  The  burden  of  proof,  however,  lies, 
in  this  case,  on  the  Plaintiff,  who  asserts  that  she  did 
so  elect,  inasmuch  as  it  was  manifestly  for  her  own  per- 
sonal pecuniary  advantage  to  take  adversely  to  the  will, 
by  which  she  would  have  had  the  absolute  interest  in 
the  whole  of  the  stock,  and  would  have  enjoyed  one- 
third  of  the  rents  of  the  freehold  houses  during  her 
life. 

Two  things  are  essential  to  constitute  a  settled  and 
concluded  election,  by  any  person  who  takes  an  interest 
under  a  will,  which  disposes  of  property  belonging  to 
that  person.  There  must  be,  in  the  first  place,  clear 
proof  that  the  person  put  to  his  election  was  aware  of  the 
nature  and  extent  of  his  rights;  and,  in  the  second 
place,  it  must  be  shown  that,  having  that  knowledge, 
he  intended  to  elect. 


In  this  case,  I  think  that  the  widow  was  aware  of  what 
her  rights  were;  she  was  fully  aware  of  the  contents 
of  her  husband's  will ;  she  was  the  sole  executrix  named 
in  it  and   had  proved  it;    and  she   made  use  of  her 

character 
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character  of  executrix  to  enforce  payment  of  money 
due  to  her  late  husband,  and  to  arrange  with  the  land- 
lord for  the  surrender  of  the  five  leaseholds.  She  must, 
therefore,  on  the  one  hand,  have  known,  that  her  hus- 
band had,  by  his  will,  specifically  bequeathed  the  stock 
standing  in  their  joint  names,  and  that  by  it,  he  gave 
her  only  a  life  interest  in  that  stock.  By  using  the 
word  ''  specifically,"  I  do  not  mean  to  make  any  dis- 
tinction  between  a  specific  or  pecuniary  bequest,  but  I 
should  have  said  specially  and  particularly  bequeathed 
that  stock.  She  knew  that  he  had  disposed  of  it,  and 
had  given  her  but  a  qualified  interest  in  it. 


1866. 


WoKTBiiro- 

TOM 
«• 

WioiaTON. 


On  the  other  hand,  I  think  that  it  is  established  by 
the  evidence,  that  she  knew  that  the  testator,  having 
died  before  her,  had  no  power  to  dispose  of  that  stock ; 
but  that  it  belonged  absolutely  to  herself.  She  does 
not  include  it  in  the  estimate  of  his  personal  estate  made 
for  the  purposes  of  probate,  and  she  must,  therefore, 
have  known  that  it  did  not  form  part  of  his  estate,  but 
that,  on  his  death,  she  became  the  absolute  owner  of  the 
stock  standing  in  their  joint  names.  I  think  that  these 
circumstances  constitute  or  prove  a  knowledge,  on  her 
part,  that  she  was  bound  to  elect.  She  knew  that  the 
wilt  disposed  of  her  property,  she  knew  that  she  could 
withdraw  it  from  the  operation  of  the  will,  and  I  think 
that  she  must  be  taken  to  have  known,  that  if  she  did 
so  withdraw  it,  she  was,  by  law,  bound  to  make  good  to 
the  other  legatees  and  devisees  their  loss,  out  of  what 
she  would  otherwise  have  taken  under  the  will.  Unless 
this  be  BO,  there  never  could  be  a  case  of  an  election 
completed  by  the  acts  of  the  parties. 


The  next  question  is,  did  she  intend  to  give  effect  to 
the  will,  or  did  she  intend  to  take  adversely  to  it.     On 
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the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  it  is  contended,  that  her  receipt 
of  all  the  rents,  her  possession  of  the  furniture,  her  re- 
covery of  the  debts  and  retention  of  the  money  so  re- 
covered, and  her  continued  residence  in  the  house  of 
the  testator,  are  all  together  conclusive  evidence  of 
her  intention  to  give  effect  to  the  will ;  for  if  she  in- 
tended to  act  otherwise,  that  money  and  the  rents  for 
four  years  ought  to  have  been  invested  by  her,  to  make 
good  to  the  Plaintiff,  his  wife  and  children,  the  amount 
that  they  would  lose  by  her  taking  adversely  to  the  will, 
and  this  is  confirmed  by  the  circumstance,  that  on  the 
death  without  issue  of  the  wife  of  the  Plaintiff,  in  the 
year  1836,  she  continued  to  receive  and  apply  for  her 
own  use  the  rents,  instead  of  paying  them,  together 
with  the  capital  of  the  residue  of  the  testator's  estates 
to  the  Plaintiff,  who,  if  she  did  not  give  effect  to  the 
will,  had  become  entitled  to  them.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  fact  that  she  took  possession  of  the  consols,  by 
transferring  .them  into  her  own  name,  her  adding  to 
them  by  subsequent  purchases  on  her  own  account,  all 
mixed  up  in  one  fund,  the  agreement  on  her  second 
marriage  and  the  terms  of  her  will,  which  are  wholly 
silent  as  to  any  interest  in  any  person  other  than  her- 
self, are  urged  as  evidence  that,  if  any  election  at  all  is 
to  be  inferred,  it  must  be  presumed  that  she  elected  to 
take  adversely  to  the  provisions  of  the  will. 


Upon  the  whole,  I  think,  that  the  acts  of  the  widow 
are  only  referable  to,  and  explainable  by  an  intention 
to  give  effect  to  the  will  and  to  take  under  it  The  case 
of  Edwards  v.  Morgan  (a),  which  was  principally  relied 
upon  for  the  Defendants,  seems  to  me  to  be  distinguish- 
able  from  the  present,  in  a  most  important  particular, 
and  this  particular  is,  the  knowledge  of  the  nature  and 
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extent  of  her  rights  possessed  by  the  person  sought  to 
be  fixed  with  the  election. 

Edwards  v.  Morgan  is  a  case  of  very  high  authority ; 
it  was  decided  by  a  Judge  thoroughly  familiar  with  the 
doctrines  of  a  Court  of  Equity,  and  his  decision  was 
aflSrmed  by  the  House  of  Lords.  The  case  was  this : — 
On  the  marriage  of  a  man  with  his  wife,  leasehold  estate 
had  been  settled  on  the  husband  and  wife,  for  their 
joint  lives,  with  remainder  to  the  survivor.  The  hus- 
band died  first.  By  his  will  he  bequeathed  that  lease- 
hold estate  to  his  wife,  for  her  life,  and,  after  her  decease, 
to  her  three  daughters,  in  the  following  manner: — viz., 
to  Margaret^  for  life,  remainder  to  Bridget^  for  life,  re- 
mainder to  Elizabeth^  for  the  residue  of  the  term ;  and 
he  made  his  wife  his  residuary  legatee  and  the  sole  exe- 
cutrix of  his  will.  The  widow,  on  his  death,  proved 
his  will  and  remained  in  possession  of  the  leasehold 
estate  for  fourteen  years,  when  she  died.  She,  by 
her  will,  gave  the  residue  of  her  personalty  to  Mar- 
garei,  and  made  her  her  executrix,  but  she  did  not 
dispose,  by  name,  of  these  leaseholds.  Margaret  and 
her  husband  remained  in  possession  of  the  lease- 
holds for  seventeen  years,  when  Margaret  died,  and 
thereupon  Bridget  and  her  husband  entered  into  pos- 
session of  them.  After  ten  years  the  husband  of  ilfar- 
garetf  who  was  also  her  legal  personal  representative, 
claimed  the  leaseholds,  and  filed  a  bill  to  recover  them 
and  to  have  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits.  This 
was  met  by  a  cross  bill,  alleging  that  the  widow  of  the 
testator  had  elected  to  take  under  his  will,  and  that  the 
residue,  which  was  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  the  debts, 
was  the  benefit  she  took,  and  which  she  ought  to  have 
surrendered,  and  would  have  surrendered  unless  she 
had  elected  to  take  only  a  life  interest  in  the  leaseholds. 
There  was  no  evidence,  in  that  case,  that  the  widow 
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knew  of  faer  absolute  right  to  the  leaseholds,  as  there  is 
here,  that  she  knew  of  her  absolute  right  to  the  stock ; 
besides  this,  there  was  no  evidence  of  her  having  done 
any  act  whatever  inconsistent  with  her  right  of  taking 
the  leaseholds  absolutely.  The  rents  she  was  entitled 
to,  in  either  event,  whether  she  took  under  the  will  or 
against  it,  which  is  equivalent  to  the  dividends  of  the 
stock  in  the  present  case ;  the  residue  she  necessarily 
took  as  executrix,  even  if  she  took  adversely  to  the 
will; — but  whether  there  was  any  beneficial  interest 
in  this  residue  does  not  appear,  the  amount  of  it  was 
wholly  unascertained  beyond  this  : — that  it  was  more 
than  sufficient  to  pay  the  debts. 


In  this  state  of  things,  the  observations  of  Chief 
Baron  Alexander  are  conclusive,  which  I  will  read  (a). 
^Now  through  all  my  life  I  have  had  an  impression, 
which  has  been  confirmed  by  an  examination  of  prece- 
dents on  this  occasion,  that  whether  parties  were  bound 
to  elect,  or  not,  was  one  question,  and  whether  they 
had  made  an  election,  another ;  and  that  a  Court  can 
never  hold  persons  to  have  made  an  election,  without 
fully  understanding  that  they  were  cognizant  of  the 
nature  of  the  rights  between  which  they  were  to  choose, 
and  of  the  claim  upon  them  to  elect,  and  that,  in  conse- 
quence of  that  knowledge,  they  did  actually  elect.  But  I 
have  the  most  thorough  conviction,  both  from  the  will  of 
the  husband,  and  from  the  conduct  of  this  lady,  that  she 
had  not  the  most  distant  conception  that  she  was  called 
upon  to  make  an  election,  and  that  is  the  construction 
I  put  on  all  the  testimony  which  the  adverse  parties 
have  produced.  If  she  had  meant  to  make  an  election, 
she  was  not  bound  to  do  anything  at  the  time  of  her 
husband's  death,  with  respect  to  these  estates,  but  what 
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she  did  do.  She  was  entitled  to  the  posseifsioii  of  the 
leasehold  estates,  whichever  way  she  might  elect.  She 
might  have  been  called  upon  to  give  security,  I  appre* 
hend,  but  nothing  more,  because  the  ultimate  interest  of 
these  Defendants  was  totally  uncertain.  One  cannot 
tell  whether  the  eldest  daughter,  Margaret^  might  not 
have  outlived  the  whole  term ;  it  would  have  been  an 
extraordinary,  but  it  was  a  possible,  event ;  and  taking 
that  into  consideration,  what  value  could  be  set  on  the 
reversionary  interests  ?  There  were  only  two  acts  pos* 
sible  to  be  done  by  Mrs.  Thomas^  which  would  have  tes* 
tified  an  election  on  the  subject ;  the  one  was  the  settling 
this  estate  to  the  uses  of  her  husband's  will,  which  act 
would  have  been  evidence  of  an  election  one  way ;  the 
other  was  the  making  some  provision  for  the  possible 
and  future  interest  of  those  persons  who  were  to  be  dis- 
appointed of  their  benefit  under  the  husband's  will, 
which  would  have  proved  a  determination  the  other 
way.  But  she  does  neither  the  one  nor  the  other,  and 
upon  what  principle  I  can  be  asked  to  hold,  that  this 
lady,  in  my  opinion,  clearly  not  cognizant  of  what  her 
rights  were,  or  that  she  was  bound  to  elect  at  all, — upon 
what  principle  I  can  be  asked  to  hold,  that  she  did  ac- 
tually make  an  election,  I  own  after  having  weighed  to 
the  utmost  of  my  power  all  the  arguments  that  have 
been  used,  I  am  utterly  unable  to  discover." 
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But  the  case  suggested  would  have  been  very  dif- 
ferent, if,  upon  her  husband's  decease,  she  had  sworn  to 
an  instrument  which,  in  effect,  asserted  that  the  lease- 
holds belonged  to  herself  and  not  to  her  husband,  and 
if,  in  addition  to  doing  this,  she  had  received  the  rents 
of  other  property  which  she  could  only  have  taken  as  a 
devisee  under  the  will  of  the  testator. 


Here  the  acts  of  the  widow,  in  receiving  the  dividends 
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of  the  stock,  amouot.  to  nothing ;  she  was  entitled  to 
them  in  either  event,  as  the  widow  in  Edttards  t.  Morgan, 
was  io  the  rents  of  the  leaseholds,  but  in  the  case  before 
me,  the  acts  of  the  widow,  in  receiving  and  appropri- 
ating the  whole  of  the  rents  of  the  two  freehold  houses, 
after  her  husband's  death,  appear  to  me  to  be  refierrible 
only  to  her  desire  to  take  the  interests  given  to  her  by 
his  will,  and  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  it. 
As  it  was  for  the  benefit,  of  her  daughter  and  her  issue 
that  she  should  do  so,  this  seems  to  me  to  afford  a  rea- 
sonable answer  to  the  objections,  that  by  so  doing,  she 
sacrificed  the  great  advantages  she  might  have  had, 
looking  at  her  own  interests  exclusively,  if  she  had 
taken  adversely  to  the  will.  Her  acts,  with  reference 
to  the  stock,  seem  to  me  to  be  equivocal.  The  addi- 
tional purchases  made  were  partly  from  the  property  of 
the  testator  and  partly  from  her  own  property.  She 
was  the  sole  trustee,  but,  unless  she  had  appointed  new 
trustees,  or  bad  purchased  a  different  species  of  stock, 
she  could  not  have  kept  them  distinct 


The  cases  relative  to  widow's  dower  have  no  applica- 
tion to  the  present. 


The  case  of  Dillon  v.  Parker  (a)  is  one  of  consider- 
able complication,  but  it  does  not  appear  to  me  to  mili- 
tate against  the  view  I  take  of  this  case.  It  was  decided 
by  that  case,  that  the  exercise  of  a  power  equivocal 
and  referrible  to  either  right,  does  not  amount  to  an 
election,  and  an  expression  tnuch  relied  upon,  in  that 
case,  **  that  Sir  Henry  had  elected  to  take  both  estates," 
applies  to  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  that  case,  but 
does  not  appear  to  me  to  have  been  used  as  having  a 
general  application  to  all  cases,  which,  if  it  did,  and  it 
were   followed,  would  produce  this  result:  —  that  no 

election 
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election  short  of  actual  declaration  of  election  could 
ever  exist. 

In  Padbnry  v.  Clark  {a\  the  only  act  which  could  be 
referred  to  as  constituting  an  election  determined,  was 
this: — Mary  Cox  Clark  was  said  to  have  elected  to 
.take  under  the  will ;  she  was  a  Defendant;  she  denied 
ever  having  elected  or  intended  to  elect ;  she  never  had 
been  in  possession  of  the  rents  of  the  leasehold  house, 
which  was  the  only  interest  she  took  under  the  testa- 
tor's willy  but  her  father,  who  was  her  guardian,  had 
received  and  had  applied  those  rents  for  her  benefit, 
during  her  minority,  and  the  lease  having  expired  during 
her  minority,  when  she  attained  twenty-one,  she  re- 
ceived from  her  father  49/.,  being  the  balance  of  the 
rents  received  by  him,  and  not  applied  for  her  mainte- 
nance. The  Court  determined  that  a  case  of  election 
arose,  and  that  Mary  Cox  Clark  was  bound  to  elect, 
and  that  if  she  elected  to  take  against  the  will,  she 
must  account  for  the  rents  of  the  leasehold  house,  re- 
ceived by  her  father,  and  applied  for  her  benefit,  but 
that  the  receipt  of  the  49/.  did  not  conclude  her,  or 
amount  to  an  election  made  and  determined  by  her, 
although  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  England  had  been  of 
opinion  that  it  did.  It  is  needless  to  observe  how  differ- 
ent that  case  is  from  the  present.  In  Brice  v.  Brice{b), 
the  facts  are  very  slightly  stated,  but  so  far  from  there 
being,  in  that  case,  evidence  of  the  person  said  to 
have  elected  having  had  any  knowledge  of  his  rights, 
the  case  states,  that  there  was  some  evidence  that  he 
was  ignorant  of  the  settlement  which  created  them,  in 
opposition  to  his  interest  under  the  will. 

In  Ardesoife  v.  JBennet  (c),  a  legacy  had  been  given 
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to  a  married  woman,  for  her  separate  use ;  she  was  the 
heir  of  the  testator,  who  had  disposed  of  copyholds  not 
surrendered  to  the  use  of  the  will ;  it  was  held,  that  her 
receipt  of  the  interest  of  that  legacy,  for  many  years, 
constituted  an  election  to  take  under  the  will,  and  not 
against  it.  Paulet  t.  Delavalia) ;  Archer  v.  Pope  (b)  ; 
Tomhyns  v.  Ladbroohe  (e) ;  and  the  Earl  of  Northum- 
berland V.  Marquis  of  Granhy  {d\  to  which  cases  I  was 
referred,  all  support  this  view  of  the  case.  In  Butriche 
V.  Broadhurst  («),  the  widow  having  taken  possession 
of  the  property  devised,  and  having  retained  it  for  five 


years. 


was   not  allowed   afterwards   to   elect  to  take 


against  the  will,  and  claim  a  sum  thereby  disposed  of, 
to  which  she  was  entitled  under  her  marriage  settle- 
ment. 

I  think  it  unnecessary  to  go  through  a  greater  number 
of  the  cases,  most  of  which  I  have  consulted.  The 
question,  whether  election  has  or  has  not  been  made  by 
the  person  bound  to  elect,  must  usually  depend  on  the 
facts  of  each  particular  case. 

In  this  case,  I  rely,  principally,  on  the  fact  of  the 
receipt  of  the  rents  of  the  freehold  houses,  to  which, 
except  under  the  will,  the  widow  was  not  entitled,  and 
that  she  continued  so  to  receive  them  during  her  whole 
life.  The  circumstance  that  no  claim  was  made  by  the 
Plaintiff  until  after  her  death,  so  far  from  prejudicing 
his  case,  seems  to  me  to  assist  it.  Until  her  death  he 
had  every  reason  to  believe  that  it  would  never  be  ne- 
cessary to  make  any  claim.  Her  acts  and  conduct 
would  reasonably  have  induced  him  to  believe,  that  she 
had  resolved  to  give  effect  to  the  will,  and  that  she  was 

acting 
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acting  in  that  view.  Had  he  thought  otherwisei  it  is 
impossible  to  understand  why  he  should  not,  on  the 
death  of  his  wife,  have  called  upon  the  widow  to  put 
him  in  possession  of  the  houses  and  of  the  residue  of 
the  testator's  estate,  and  if  she  intended  to  take  against 
the  will,  it  was  her  duty  so  to  have  acted  at  that  time, 
without  being  applied  to.  He  had  every  reason  to  be- 
lieve the  matter  concluded ;  and  if  so,  he  could  not 
interfere  with  her  possession  of  the  whole  property, 
which  she  was  entitled  to  retain  during  her  life.  But, 
in  fact,  my  belief  is,  after  a  full  consideration  of  the 
circumstances,  that  the  widow  never  intended  to  dispute 
the  will  of  the  testator,  or  to  claim  adversely  to  it.  Her 
omission  to  include  the  stock  in  the  probate  was  merely 
to  avoid  the  duty,  and  thus  carrying  into  effect  what, 
no  doubt,  was  the  intention  of  the  testator,  when  he 
•  transferred  the  stock  into  the  joint  names  of  himself 
and  his  wife.  Her  transfer  of  the  stock  into  the  name 
of  another  person,  on  her  second  marriage,  was  neces- 
sary, so  far  as  regards  the  amount  intended  to  be  dis- 
posed of  by  the  testator,  in  order  to  prevent  her  second 
husband  from  having  dominion  over  it ;  her  other  acts, 
and  the  general  course  of  her  conduct,  lead  me  to  the 
conclusion  I  have  arrived  at,  that  if  she  had  been,  within 
a  year  after  the  testator's  decease,  called  upon  catego- 
rically by  the  Court  or  otherwise  to  elect  to  take  under 
the  will  or  against  it,  she  would  have  stated  the  deter- 
mination she  had  come  to,  to  take  under  the  will. 
By  doing  so,  she  increased  her  own  life  income,  unless 
she  spent  the  capital  of  the  stock  in  the  purchase  of  an 
annuity,  and  thus  diminished  the  portion  she  expected 
to  leave  to  her  daughter.  All  her  acts,  which  are  not 
to  some  extent  equivocal,  seem  to  roe  to  point  to  the 
same  conclusion.  Her  will  appears  to  me  to  be  one  of 
the  acts  which,  though  strongly  relied  upon  for  the 
Defendants,  is  far  from  being  conclusive.  She  had  pro- 
o  2  perty 
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perty  on  which  the  will  might  operate,  without  dealing 
with  the  stock  existing  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  and 
no  expression  is  to  be  found  in  her  will,  which  shows 
any  intention  to  dispose  of  that  stock  contrary  to  the 
direction  contained  in  the  will  of  her  husband. 


The  result  is,  that  after  giving  to  this  case  the  best 
consideration  I  can,  I  have  the  misfortune  to  differ  from 
the  Master,  and  I  think  that  the  exception  must  be 
allowed. 

Note. — An  appeal  waa  opened  before  the  Lords  Justices,  but  the 
case  was  afterwaras  arranged  between  the  parties  personally. 


JEBB  t;.  TUGWELL. 


Jan,  26. 
Feb.  19. 
June  5. 
A  testator  gave  rilHE  question  in  this  cause  arose  upon  the  construc- 
perty  bo^hT  '^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^'"  ^^  *  testator,  and  the  validity  and 

effect  of  certain  deeds,  executed  under,  powers,  contained 
in  or  conferred  by  the  will. 


real  and  per- 
sonal," to  bis 
wife  for  life, 
and  he  autho- 
rized her,  with 
the  consent  of 
his  executors, 
to  sell  or  ex- 
change *'  any 
part  of  his 
property." 
Aiier  her 
death,  he  gave 
"  all  his  pro- 
perty, both 
real  and  per- 
sonal," to  his 


The  testator,  John  Yerbury,  made  his  will,  dated  the 
7th  of  September,  1841,  in  the  following  words: — "  I  give 
and  bequeath  to  my  dear  wife,  for  her  sole  use  and 
benefit,  during  her  life,  all  my  property,  both  real  and 
personal,  on  condition  that  she  pay,  out  of  it,  any  be- 
quest which  I  may  make  in  this  my  will,  or  by  any 
subsequent  deed  or  codicil.  I  hereb    authorize  my  wife, 

with 


daughters, 

and  afterwards  to  their  children.     Held,  that  the  tenants  for  life  were  not  entitled  to 

enjoy  the  property  in  specie,  but  that  the  perishable  part  must  be  converted. 

A  testator  gave  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  afterwards  to  his 
two  daughters,  in  such  proportions  as  she  might  direct,  and  in  default,  to  them  equally. 
Held,  that  the  wife  could  not  appoint  the  property  to  such  uses  as  the  daughters 
(who  were  married)  should  appoint,  so  as  to  enable  them  to  convey  the  realty  with- 
out acknowledging  the  deed  under  the  statute,  and  to  dispose  of  a  reversionary  interest 
in  the  personalty. 
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with  the  consent  of  my  executors,  to  sell  or  exchange  1865. 
any  part  of  my  property.  I  give  and  bequeath  all  my 
property,  both  real  and  personal  (not  otherwise  be- 
queathed), after  my  wife's  decease,  to  my  two  daughters, 
in  such  proportions  as  my  wife,  by  any  legal  instrument, 
may  direct;  but  if  she  make  no  appointment,  then  to 
be  equally  divided  between  them,  and  in  case  only  one 
survive  their  mother,  the  whole  to  the  survivor,  unless 
the  deceased  daughter  should  leave  any  children,  in 
which  case  they  shall  inherit  the  portion  intended  for 
their  mother.  It  is  my  will  that  the  fortune  of  each  of 
my  daughters  shall  go  to  her  children,  after  her  decease, 
in  such  proportions  as  she  may  direct,  but  if  no  ap- 
pointment, to  be  equally  divided  between  them." 

The  testator  died  in  June^  1843,  leaving  his  widow 
and  two  married  daughters,  viz.  Mrs.  Jebb  and  Mrs. 
Blood,  surviving  him. 

The  residuary  personal  estate  consisted  of  money  in 
the  funds.  East  India  and  other  stocks,  shares  in  com- 
panies, mortgages,  &c. 

By  a  deed-poll,  dated  the  23rd  of  May,  1844,  Mrs. 
Yerbury,  by  virtue  and  in  execution  of  the  power  given 
to  her  by  her  husband's  will,  directed  and  appointed, 
that  from  and  after  her  decease,  one  moiety  of  the  real 
estate,  and  one  moiety  of  the  personal  estate  of  the 
testator,  should  go  and  be  to  such  uses  as  Mrs.  Blood, 
notwithstanding  her  coverture,  should  at  any  time,  by 
deed  or  will,  appoint;  and  in  default  of  such  appoint- 
ment and  subject  thereto,  in  trust  for  Mrs.  Blood,  her 
heirs,  &c.,  absolutely.  And,  in  further  exercise  of  her 
power,  Mrs.  Yerbury  directed  and  appointed  the  other 
moiety  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  the  testator,  in  a 
similar  manner,  to  such  uses  as  Mrs.  Jebb  should  appoint, 

and 
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1866.  &>^<1  ID  default  of  appointment,  and  rabjeet  thereto,  to 
the  Qse  of  Mrs.  Jebb^  her  heire,  &c.,  absolutely.  And, 
in  further  exercise  of  her  power,  Mrs.  Yerbury  directed 
and  appointed,  that  the  aforesaid  appointments  should 
take  effect  immediately  upon  the  execution  of  the  deed- 
poll,  notwithstanding  that  the  actual  enjoyment  of  the 
property,  which  was  the  subject  thereof,  be  postponed 
until  her  own  decease. 

On  the  following  day,  by  an  indenture  dated  the  24th 
of  A/ay ^  1844,  and  made  between  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Blood 
and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Jebb  of  the  one  part,  and  the  four 
trustees  of  the  other  part,  reciting  the  testator's  will, 
and  the  deed-poll  executed  on  the  previous  day,  Mrs. 
Blood  appointed  the  moiety  of  the  testator's  real  and 
personal  estate,  over  which,  by  virtue  of  the  will  or 
deed-poll,  she  had  a  power  of  appointment,  to  the  use 
of  the  four  trustees,  their  heirs,  &c.,  in  trust,  during  the 
life  of  Mrs.  Blood,  to  apply  the  rents,  issues  and  profits, 
interest,  dividends  and  income  of  the  said  moiety,  as 
she  should  direct  or  appoint,  and  in  default  thereof,  for 
her  sole  and  separate  use,  without  power  of  anticipation, 
and  after  her  decease,  in  trust  to  pay  the  same  to  her 
husband,  Major  Blood,  for  his  life,  and  directed  that, 
after  the  decease  of  the  survivor,  the  said  moiety  should 
be  in  trust  for  all  and  every,  or  such  one  or  more  ex- 
clusively of  the  other  or  others,  of  the  children  of  Mrs. 
Blood,  by  either  her  then  present  or  any  future  husband, 
as  she  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint;  and  in  default 
of  appointment,  in  trust  for  all  such  children  equally,  as 
tenants  in  common,  &c.,  their  interests  to  be  vested  and 
transmissible,  if  sons  at  twenty-one,  and  if  daughters 
at  twenty-one  or  marriage,  with  powers  of  maintenance 
and  advancement.  And  if  there  should  be  no  child  of 
Mrs.  Blood  who  should  acquire  a  vested  and  transmis- 
sible interest  in  the  said  moiety,  then  it  was  to  be  held 

upon 
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upon  the  same  truats  for  the  benefit  of  Mrs.  Jebh^  for  1856. 
life,  and  after  her  decease,  for  Mr.  Jebb^  for  life,  and 
after  the  decease  of  the  survivor,  for  the  benefit  of  their 
children,  on  the  same  trusts,  in  all  respects,  as  therein- 
after declared  of  and  concerning  the  other  moiety,  which 
was  thereinafter  appointed  by  Mrs.  Jehb,  And  upon 
failure  of  all  the  previous  limitations,  to  such  uses  as 
Mrs.  Blood  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint;  and  in 
default  of  appointment,  to  her,  her  heirs,  executors, 
administrators  and  assigns.  And  Mrs.  Jebb  thereby 
appointed  the  other  moiety,  over  which  she  had  a  power 
of  disposition,  by  virtue  of  the  will  or  deed-poll,  to  uses 
and  trusts  exactly  corresponding,  in  favour  of  herself, 
her  husband  and  her  children,  and  in  default  of  chil- 
dren, in  favour  of  Mrs.  Blood,  her  husband  and  chil- 
dren, with  an  ultimate  limitation  to  such  uses  as  Mrs. 
JM  should,  by  deed  or  will,  appoint;  and,  in  default,  of 
appointment,  to  her,  her  heirs,  executors,  administrators 
and  assigns.  And  it  was  by  the  indenture  further  wit- 
nessed, and  the  parties  thereto  of  the  first  part  thereby 
declared,  that  the  settlement  so  made  was  made  with  a 
full  knowledge  that  doubts  were  entertained,  whether, 
under  the  will  of  the  testator,  the  children  of  Mrs. 
Blood  and  Mrs.  Jebb  would  not,  on  the  respective  de- 
ceases of  their  respective  mothers,  •  have  a  right  to  the 
property  so  appointed  by  the  deed-poll,  in  such  pro- 
portions as  their  respective  mothers  should  appoint,  or 
in  default  of  appointment,  in  equal  shares,  and  it  was 
their  intention,  notwithstanding  the  children  of  Mrs. 
Blood  and  Mrs.«/!eii,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  might 
in  some  measure  defeat  the  settlement,  yet  that  the 
trusts  thereof  should  be  carried  into  effect  in  all  other 
respects.  Then  followed  a  clause  necessary  to  effect 
their  object,  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  of  the  children  of 
Mrs.  Blood  and  Mrs.«/e&&,  and  powers  to  grant  leases 

and 
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1855.       and  appoint    new  trastees,  and  a  trastee  indemnity 
chinfle. 

Major  Blood  died  in  Jmfy,  1847,  and  Mn.  Yerimry, 
the  widow,  in  Jtmmary^  1848. 

Mrg.  Blood  had  had  no  children,  and,  considering  her 
age,  it  was  not  probable  she  woold  ever  hare  any. 

The  six  Plaintiffs,  the  infiint  children  of  Mrs.  Jeib, 
by  their  bill,  claimed  to  have  all  the  residuary  estate  of 
the  testator,  except  that  invested  in  the  public  fimds,  con* 
▼erted  and  invested  in  the  public  funds  or  government  or 
real  securities ;  but  Mrs.  Blood  insisted,  that  all  that  re- 
mained unconverted  ought  to  remain  im  specie,  and  that 
she  was  entitled  to  the  income  of  a  moiety  thereof.  The 
Plaintiffs  also  contended,  that  Mr.  Jebb  was  not  en- 
titled,  as  against  them,  to  a  life  interest  in  Mrs.  JebVs 
moiety ;  but  that  the  powers  of  conversion,  and  invest- 
ment and  leasing,  and  of  appointing  trustees  created  by 
the  settlement  of  the  24th  of  May,  1844,  and  all  the 
trusts  thereof  (except  in  so  far,  as  against  them,  it  gave 
a  life  interest  in  Mrs.  JehVs  moiety  to  Mr.  Jebb),  were 
valid,  and  the  bill  prayed  relief  accordingly.  The  case 
came  on  upon  motion  for  a  decree. 

Mr.  FoUett  and  Mr.  Shapier,  for  the  Plaintiffs.  The 
testator,  in  the  first  instance,  gives  an  absolute  interest 
to  the  daughters,  after  the  death  of  the  widow  ;  but  it 
is  cut  down  to  a  life  interest  by  the  subsequent  disposi- 
tion. He  says,  in  a  new  sentence,  **  It  is  my  will,  that 
the  fortune  of  each  of  my  daughters  shall  go  to  her 
children  after  her  decease,  in  such  proportions  as  she 
may  direct;  but  if  no  appointment,  to  be  equally 
divided  between  them."  The  children,  therefore,  of  the 
daughters  have  indefeasible  interests  subject  to  the  prior 

life 
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life  interests  of  their  mothers.  The  appotatroent  of  1856. 
the  23rd  of  May  was  valid,  to  the  extent  that  it  gave 
the  daughters  a  power  of  appointment  over  their  shares ; 
Bray  v.  Hammershy  (a) ;  and  the  question  then  is, 
whether  the  settlement  of  the  24th  of  May^  1844,  was 
valid  to  any  extent;  Alexander  v.  Alexander{b).  It  is 
valid,  except  so  far  as  it  purports  to  defeat  the  interests 
of  the  children  of  the  daughters,  and  to  give  life  in- 
terests to  their  husbands.  Being  executed  for  valuable 
consideration,  it  was  binding  on  the  interest  of  Mrs. 
Bloody  and  upon  her  death,  without  issue,  her  share 
will  go  over  to  the  Plaintiffs.  They  cited  Crozier  v. 
Crozier  (c). 

Secondly,  the  tenants  for  life  are  not  entitled  to  enjoy 
the  property  in  specie^  and  the  portion  of  it  which  is 
wearing  out  and  perishable  must  be  converted  into  a 
permanent  fund ;  Howe  v.  Lord  Dartmouth  {d). 

Mr.  Wichens^  for  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Jebb^  relied  on  Phip- 
son  V.  Turner  {e)  to  show  that  the  widow  was  autho- 
rized in  giving  her  daughters  a  power  of  appointment. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Shebbeare^  for  Mrs.  Blood  and 
the  trustees.  The  testator's  daughters  were  entitled  for 
life  only,  with  remainder  as  to  the  share  of  each  to  their 
children,  '^  in  such  proportions  as  she  may  direct."  The 
widow  had  a  mere  power  to  determine  the  "  propor- 
tions" in  which  the  two  daughters  were  to  take,  but 
she  had  no  authority  to  give  them  absolute  interests,  or 
to  affect  the  rights  of  their  children.  The  testator  in  no 
way  authorized  his  widow  to  enable  his  daughters,  by 
means  of  a  derivative  power,  to  dispose  of  their  real 

estate, 

(a)  3  Sim.  513 ;  affirmed  2  CL         (f)  3  Dm.  If  War.  373. 
Sf  Fm.  453,  and  8  Btigh,  568.  (</)  7  Va.  137  a. 

{h)  2  Va.  ten.  643.  (f )  9  Sim,  227. 
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ISSSu  estate,  exeqyt  with  the  ibniialitieB  prescribed  bylaw,  nr., 
bj  an  ackoowledgmeot  under  the  Fines  and  Seeoveries 
Act  (a),  nor  to  deal  with  their  rerersiooary  interests  in 
a  manner  not  anthorized  by  law.  The  conseqoence  is, 
that  the  appointment  of  the  23rd  of  Mag  is  invalid  al- 
t<^ether,  or  operates  merely  as  a  limitation  of  the  ''pio* 
portions'*  in  whidi  the  danghters  are  to  take.  The  deed 
of  the  24th  of  Mag^  which  porports  to  eiereise  an  in- 
valid power,  was  in  no  way  binding  on  Mrs.  Blood  and 
is  totally  void. 

Secondly,  they  atgoed,  that  this  was  not  a  case  for 
conversion,  and  that  this  was  shown  by  the  power 
given  by  the  testator  to  his  widow  to  sell,  only  with  the 
consent  of  the  executors.  On  this  point  they  cited 
Alcock  V.  Slaper(b) ;  Pickering  v.  Pickerimg  (c) ;  Damid 
V.  Warrai{d);  Btartcm  v.  M<nmt{€). 

Mr.  FoUett,  in  reply. 

7^  Master  of  <A«  Rolls  was  of  opinion  that  there 
mast  be  a  conversion,  bat  be  reserved  bis  jadgment  on 
the  remaining  points. 


Feb.  19.  7%e  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

This  gait  is  instituted  for  the  parpose  of  enforcing  the 
settlement  of  the  24th  of  May,  1844,  and  to  have  the 
trust  estate  of  the  testator  transferred  to  the  trustees  of 

the 

(a)  3  &  4  WUl,  4,  c  74.  (d)  2   Ymmge  if  C.  (C.  C) 

(b)  2  Myl.  Sf  K,  699.  290. 

(c)  2  Beat.  31 ;  4  Myl.  8f  Cr.  {e)2DeG.iSm.  383. 
289. 
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the  Bettlement,  upon  the  trasts  thereof.  Bat,  at  the  1865. 
same  time,  the  PlaintiflTs  contend,  that  though  the  settle- 
ment is  operative  and  good,  so  far  as  regards  the  share 
of  the  daughter,  Mrs.  Bloody  who  had  no  children,  it  is 
not  operative  for  the  purpose  of  taking  away  anything 
from  the  children  of  a  daughter  who  had  children,  and 
consequently,  that  the  settlement  is  good,  so  far  as 
regards  the  gift  over,  on  the  death  of  Mrs.  Blood,  with- 
out issue,  but  does  not  affect  the  children  of  Mrs.  Jebb. 
They  contend,  that  Mrs.  Blood  is  bound  by  the  settle* 
ment,  except  so  far  as  any  child  of  hers  might  contest 
it,  and  that  a  good  consideration  for  the  deed  is  to  be 
found  in  the  mutual  limitations  of  the  estates  and  in- 
terests, in  favour  of  each  daughter  and  her  family,  in 
the  event  of  the  other  dying  without  issue. 

For  Mrs.  Blood  it  is  argued,  that  the  settlement  is  in- 
operative, so  far  as  she  is  concerned,  and  that  the  widow 
of  the  testator  had  obly  a  power  to  determine  the  pro- 
portion of  the  share  which  each  daughter  was  to  take, 
and  none  to  settle  it  again,  or  to  carve  it  out  into  quali- 
fied and  partial  interests,  and  still  less  to  give  each 
daughter  a  power  of  settling  this  property  again,  which 
was,  in  effect,  to  give  them  a  power  of  dealing  with  a 
contingent  reversionary  interest. 

With  respect  to  the  rights  of  the  children  of  the 
daughters  of  the  testator,  neither  the  widow  nor  the 
daughters  could  effect  their  interests  given  by  the  will 
of  the  testator,  TTiomas  Yerbury;  and  I  am  of  opinion, 
that  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  will,  the  children 
of  each  daughter  took  the  share  of  that  daughter,  on 
her  decease,  in  such  shares  as  the  daughter  might  ap- 
point, and  in  default  of  appointment,  equally  amongst 
them.  I  think  the  will  of  the  testator  unambiguous  on 
this  point.  The  words  are,  '^  It  is  my  will  that  the  for- 
tune 
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1856.  ^une  of  each  of  my  daughters  shall  go  to  her  children, 
after  her  decease,  in  such  proportions  as  she  may  direct, 
but  if  no  appointment,  to  be  equally  divided  between 
them.''  This  is  a  separate  and  independent  clause  of 
his  will ;  it  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  connected  with,  or 
made  dependent  upon,  the  absence  of  appointment  by 
the  widow,  and  it  applies  to  the  fortune  of  each  daughter, 
whatever  that  fortune  might  be ;  that  is,  whether  it  was 
acquired  by  virtue  of  the  appointment  by  the  widow, 
or  in  default  of  her  appointment,  solely  under  the  will 
of  the  testator.  The  consequence  is,  that  no  power  ex- 
isted in  Mrs.  Yerburi/f  or  in  her  and  her  daughters,  to 
defeat  this  interest  of  these  children,  and  therefore, 
whatever  may  be  the  result  of  my  decision  on  the  next 
question  which  I  am  about  to  mention,  the  settlement 
of  the  24th  of  May,  1844,  is,  in  my  opinion,  inoperative 
and  void,  so  far  as  it  seeks  to  impair  or  postpone  the 
interests  of  Mrs.  JebVs  children  in  Mrs.  JebVs  share. 

This,  however,  is  but  a  very  subordinate  point ;  and 
the  really  important  question  to  be  determined  is,  whe- 
ther this  interest  is  valid  to  any,  and,  if  any,  to  what 
extent.  On  behalf  of  the  PlaintiflTs  it  is  contended, 
that  when  a  general  power  of  appointment  is  given,  as 
in  the  present  case,  it  authorizes  the  donee  of  the  power 
to  create  various  estates  under  it,  and  to  give  qualified 
interests.  Thus,  a  general  power  to  any  one  to  appoint 
a  fund  amongst  children,  in  such  proportions  as  he  may 
think  fit,  authorizes  his  giving  an  estate  for  life,  to  one 
child,  and  the  capital  of  the  fund  to  another,  and  so 
on,  provided  he  divides  the  whole  fund  in  this  manner 
amongst  the  children ;  and  many  cases  were  cited  to  me 
which  bear  out  this  proposition,  but  particularly  the  case 
of  Phipson  V.  Turner  (a),  was  referred  to,  as  affording, 

not 
(a)  9  Sim.  227. 
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not  only  a  strong  illuBtration  of  the  proposition  in  ques-  1855. 
tion,  but  as  being  a  direct  authority  in  point  for  esta- 
blishing the  validity  of  this  deed.  In  Phipson  v.  Turner^ 
the  mother  had  an  absolute  and  exclusive  power  of  ap* 
pointment,  under  which  she  appointed  the  fund  to  a 
married  daughter,  for  her  life,  for  her  separate  use,  and 
after  her  decease,  as  she  should  by  will  appoint,  and  in 
default  of  appointment  and  if  she  left  no  issue,  unto 
two  sons,  who  were  also  objects  of  the  power;  and 
this  appointment  was  held  to  be  good. 

Upon  the  best  consideration  which  I  have  been  able 
to  give,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  case  before  me  is  dis- 
tinguishable from  the  case  of  Phipson  v.  Turner  and 
the  other  cases  cited  to  me,  that  it  does  not  fall  within 
the  proposition  I  have  stated,  and  that  the  deed  of 
the  24th  of  May,  1844,  is  altogether  inoperative  and 
void,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  made  in  pursuance  of, 
and  derives  its  efficacy  from  a  power  given  by  the 
widow,  Mrs.  Yerbtay,  which  she  had  no  authority  to 
create. 

The  reasons  which  have  led  me  to  this  conclusion, 
are  shortly  as  follows: — I  think  it  material,  in  these 
cases,  to  consider  what  is  the  real  scope  and  object  of 
the  instrument  conferring  the  power,  and  of  the  instru- 
ment by  which  the  power  is  executed.  In  Phipson  v. 
Turner  {a),  the  object  of  the  instrument  creating  the 
power  was,  to  give  the  mother  a  full  power  of  dividing 
the  property  amongst  the  objects  of  it,  as  she  should 
think  fit,  and  the  instrument  which  executed  the  power 
was,  by  the  Court,  held  to  be  the  same,  in  substance,  as 
a  disposition  of  the  fund  to  the  daughter  for  her  sepa- 
rate use,  with  a  general  testamentary  power  of  appoint- 
ment, and,  in  default  of  the  exercise  of  that  power,  to 
her  two  sons.     It  was,  in  fact,  giving  the  daughter  an 

estate 

(a)  9  Sim.  227. 
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x^u^.u  or  iite^  with  a  power  of  appointment,  which  was 
...j^  Ih^r  the  property  in  such  a  limited  manner,  as 
.u^»  :t  uot  made  use  of  by  her,  it  would,  under  the 
ucutcr'a  appointment,  go  to  the  other  objects  of  the 

Hei^  die  scope  and  object  of  the  original  instrument 
vvuferriu^  the  power  is  clear.  By  the  will  the  property 
)A  g)%m  to  the  widow,  for  life;  after  her  death  it  is 
^ivcu  to  the  daughters,  and  if  they  have  children,  to  their 
vhilUrt^n  after  them ;  but  the  widow  has  a  general  power 
o^  U^termining  in  what  shares  the  daughters  are  to  take. 
t  look,  in  vain,  in  this  will,  for  anything  that  points  to 
enabling  the  widow  to  give  the  daughters  a  power  of 
vli^l)0sing  of  their  shares,  while  reversionary,  and  before 
they  come  into  possession  of  their  property.  Then  come 
the  deed  of  the  widow  and  the  deed  of  settlement  of 
the  daughters,  which  may  be  treated  as  contempo- 
raneous, and  which  obviously  form  part  of  one  and  the 
same  transaction.  The  object  of  the  widow's  deed-poll 
of  appointment  is  obvious.  The  ascertaining  in  what 
shares  the  daughters  are  to  take,  or  the  carving  out  and 
allotting  to  them  their  shares  in  the  testator's  property, 
is  not  the  sole,  or  indeed,  in  my  opinion,  the  principal, 
object  of  the  deed.  If  it  had  been,  I  assume  that,  in 
accordance  with  the  decision  in  Phipson  v.  Turner,  the 
mother  might  have  given  qualified  interest  in  this  pro- 
perty to  her  daughters,  provided  she  divided  it  wholly 
between  them.  But  the  real  scope  and  object  of  the 
deed-poll,  executed  by  the  widow,  appears  to  me  to  be, 
to  enable  the  married  daughters  to  dispose  of  their  re- 
versionary interests.  The  testator  had  given  an  estate 
for  life  to  his  widow,  in  his  property,  and  after  her  de- 
cease, he  had  directed  it  to  go  to  his  daughters  as  she 
might  appoint.  If  it  had  rested  there  and  under  this 
will  alone,  the  daughters  could  have  disposed  of  their 

reversionary 


J  IBB 
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reversionary  interest  in  the  land  only  by  deed,  duly  ac-  1856. 
knowledged  under  the  statute,  and  in  no  way  could 
thfsy  have  disposed  of  their  reversionary  interest  in  the 
personal  estate.  In  order  to  overcome  the  restraints  Tuowbll. 
imposed  by  the  law  on  the  alienation  of  the  property  of 
married  women,  the  widow  appoints  to  her  daughters 
the  reversion  equally  between  them,  to  take  effect  at 
once,  with  a  power  of  disposing  of  it  by  deed  or  will, 
notwithstanding  their  coverture.  The  power  to  appoint, 
given  to  the  daughters,  is  not,  as  in  Phipson  v.  Turner^ 
a  qualified  mode  of  enjoying  the  property,  but  it  is  an 
attempt  to  overcome  the  disabilities  attaching  to  the 
gift  of  the  father  in  the  hands  of  married  women,  and 
to  enable  the  daughters  to  avoid  the  restraints  imposed 
by  the  law,  and  to  dispose  of  their  reversionary  pro- 
perty. This  certainly  formed  no  part  of  the  scope  and 
object  of  the  will  of  the  original  testator,  or  of  the 
purposes  for  which  the  power  of  appointment  was  vested 
in  the  widow.  If  this  deed  be  good,  it  would  have  been 
equally  valid  if  Mrs.  Blood  had  appointed  the  whole 
fund  in  favour  of  her  husband,  and  thus,  in  effect,  had 
defeated  the  real  object  of  the  father's  will,  which  was 
to  make  a  provision  for  his  daughters  in  such  shares  as 
his  widow  might  think  fit  to  appoint. 

I  regard,  therefore,  this  transaction  as  showing,  on 
the  face  of  it,  manifest  signs,  that  the  mode  in  which 
the  power  was  executed  by  the  widow,  by  giving  power 
of  alienation  to  her  daughters,  notwithstanding  cover- 
ture, was  not  a  mode  in  accordance  with,  but  that  it  was 
opposed  to,  and  at  variance  with  the  plain  object  for 
which  the  power  was  intrusted  to  Mrs.  y^r&ury.  It  is 
not,  as  in  Phipson  \,  Turner ^  the  conferring  of  a  limited 
interest  in  the  property  and  giving  the  rest  to  another 
object  of  the  power,  but  the  deed-poll  gives,  in  sub- 
stance, an  absolute  interest  to  each  daughter  in  one 

moiety 
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1855.  moiety  of  the  property,  and  to  this  absolute  interest 
superadds  a  power  of  alienation  during  coverture.  With 
what  view  and  object  is  this  power  added  ?  Obviously 
only  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  daughter  to  dis- 
pose of  her  property  during  coverture,  or,  in  other 
words,  as  I  have  stated,  of  taking  away  from  her  that 
protection  which  the  law  throws  around  her,  and  which 
the  testator  did  not  think  fit  to  dispense  with.  I  am 
far  from  dissenting  from  the  cases  cited,  or  from  dis- 
puting the  general  proposition  contended  for  by  the 
Plaintiffs ;  but  I  think  it  the  duty  of  the  Court,  in  the 
case  of  a  power  of  appointment  in  favour  of  children, 
especially  to  look  at  the  real  scope  and  object  of  the 
power,  and  of  the  mode  in  which  it  is  exercised,  to  see 
that  it  has  been  fairly  carried  into  effect  for  the  benefit 
of  the  children,  and  not  sought  to  be  eluded  by  a  pro- 
ceeding which,  though  it  may  be  correct  in  form,  is 
vicious  in  principle  and  opposed  to  the  real  object  sought 
to  be  attained. 

This  is,  in  my  opinion,  the  case  here,  and,  in  my 
opinion,  the  deed-poll  executed  by  the  wife  was  either 
wholly  inoperative,  or  it  was  operative  and  availing  only, 
so  far  as  it  divided  the  property  of  the  testator  equally 
between  the  two  daughters ;  and  that,  so  far  as  it  sought 
to  superadd  to  that  division  a  power  of  disposition 
during  coverture,  it  is  defective  and  void.  In  either 
case  the  result  is  the  same,  and  the  settlement  executed 
on  the  24th  of  ilfay,  1844,  is,  in  my  opinion,  wholly 
without  effect,  and  one-half  of  the  testator's  property 
vested  in  Mrs.  Bloody  on  the  decease  of  the  mother, 
and  the  other  moiety  was  vested  in  trust  for  Mrs.  Jebb^ 
for  her  life,  and  after  her  decease  it  will  have  to  be 
divided  amongst  her  children,  in  such  shares  as  she  may 
appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment,  amongst  them 
equally. 

Probably 
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Probably  it  will  be  better  for  all  parties  that  I  should 
make  a  declaration  to  this  effect,  in  which  case  the  costs 
of  all  parties  will  come  out  of  the  fund,  rather  than  that 
I  should,  by  any  other  form  of  decree,  leaite  the  matter 
to  be  contested  hereafter  between  these  parties  or  by 
their  children. 


ABSTRACT  OF  ORDER. 


Declare  tbe  deed  of  the  23rd  of  May,  1844,  inoperative  and  null 
and  void,  except  so  far  as  it  appoints  the  property  in  equal  moieties. 

Declare  the  deed  of  the  24th  of  May  null  and  void,  and  that 
Mrs.  Blood  is  entitled  to  a  moiety  of  the  pro|>erty,  and,  on  her 
decease,  her  children  (if  any)  will  become  entitled  to  the  same,  in 
SDch  proportions,  &c.  &c.  And  in  default  of  children,  Mrs.  Blood 
will  be  absolutely  entitled  to  the  said  moiety  (a). 

Similar  declaration  as  to  other  moiety.  Direct  inquiries  as  to  the 
property,  and  what  part  should  remain  in  tpecie. 


(a)  See  Carver  v.  BowUi,  2  Ruit,  if  M,  301 ;  Kam^  ▼.  Jmet, 
2  Keen,  756;  Ring  v.  Hurdwick,  2  Beav.  352;  Campbell  ^9,  Brawn- 
rigg,  1  PhUL  301  ;  Green  ▼.  Harvey,  1  Hare,  431  ;  Eaton  v. 
Barker,  2  Coll  124;  Scuwin  v.  Wat$on,  10  Beav.  200 ;  and  2  H.  4- 
Tw.  124;  1  M.  4  Gor.  561;  Kay  ▼.  Winder,  12  Beao.  610;  and 
Blacket  ▼.  Lamb,  14  Beao.  490. 

Note.— Upon  appeal,  the  Lords  Justices  reversed  the  decision  on 
tbe  second  pomt. 
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^,  ,„  ,,  ROBINSON  V.  ANDERSON. 

Feb.  13, 14. 

Where  two       T  pf  1 838,  the  owner  of  the  market-place  of  Easingwold 

Bolicitora,  who     I  .  . 

are  not  then  commenced  actions  against  two  persons  for  nonpay- 

we^employ^^'  ment  of  tolls  and  stallage,  whereupon  they  and  other 

in  the  same      inhabitants  agreed  to  bear  the  expense  of  defending  the 

client,  as  in      actions;  and  they  appointed  a  committee  to  communicate 

the  defence  of  ^jth  an  attorney  for  that  purpose. 

an  action,  the  .^  r     j 

primdjacie 

law Tthirt  '^^®  Plaintiff,  Robinson,  was,  in  the  first  instance, 

they  are  part-    retained  by  the  committee  to  defend  the  actions;  and 

particular  ^  **  ^®  instructed  Mr.  Fiddey,  his  town  agent,  to  enter  an 

matter,  and  appearance,  which  was  accordingly  done. 

entitled  to  an  ^^  '  ^^ 

eaual  share 

of  the  joint  The  PlaintiflF  alleged,  that  on  the  16th  of  June,  1838, 

profiU,  irre-  .  ^  f.    t    .         ,         ,     .  ^      .        , 

spectiveofthe  m  consequence  of  his  bemg  the  relative  or  professional 

work^^'^r-  adviser  of  several  of  the  joint  owners  of  the  market- 
formed  by  place,  he  proposed  that  some  other  attorney  should  be 
Where  the  retained  jointly  with  him  ;  and  that  thereup(on  the  De- 
contrary  is  fendant  Anderson  was  appointed;  that  the  Plaintiff 
burden  of  then  communicated  with  the  Defendant,  and  informed 

proof  IS  on        \^\^  ^f  ^^g  j^j^j^  retainer,  and  all  that  had  previously 
Dim  alleging  It.  ^  '  r  ^ 

taken  place,  and  that  the  Defendant  thereupon  con- 
sented to  act  jointly  with  the  Plaintiff  in  the  defence  of 
the  actions,  and  to  divide  the  profits  equally. 

The  Defendant  denied  that  any  proposal  had  been 
made  to  him  as  to  the  joint  retainer,  he  stated,  that 
he  was  retained  by  the  Plaintiff,  acting  as  he  understood 
and  believed,  as  the  agent  of  the  parties  to  the  agree- 
ment, and  that  the  only  agreement  come  to  between 
him  and  the  Plaintiff  was,  that  they  should  be  respec- 
tively 
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tively  paid  for  the  basiness  which  they  should  respec- 
tively transact,  and  should  advance  the  monies  required 
to  carry  on  the  same,  so  far  as  was  necessary  with  re- 
spect to  the  particular  business  transacted  by  them  re- 
spectively,  and  that  no  agreement  was  come  to  as  to 
their  respective  shares  of  the  profits. 

In  the  latter  end  of  1845,  the  Plaintiff  being  unwil- 
ling to  lay  out  more  money,  communicated  with  the 
Defendant,  and  offered  to  relinquish  all  further  partici- 
pation, if  paid  his  costs  out  of  pocket.  The  Defendant 
not  agreeing  to  this,  the  Plaintiff,  on  the  22nd  of 
January y  1846,  communicated  the  correspondence  to 
the  committee,  and  expressed  himself  as  hopeless  of  a 
favourable  issue,  and  thereupon  they  resolved  that  the 
Defendant  should  proceed  himself. 

Ultimately,  and  on  the  9th  of  February,  1848,  the 
parties  to  the  actions  agreed  that  they  should  be 
stopped,  that  the  Defendant  should  have  judgment, 
and  that  each  party  should  pay  their  own  costs. 

The  Defendant  afterwards,  without  consulting  the 
Plaintiff,  delivered  to  the  committee  a  separate  bill  of 
costs,  amounting  to  1,058/.  16«.  Id.,  but  not  containing 
any  entries  respecting  monies  laid  out  by  Fiddey  (the 
town  agent),  and  making  no  mention  of  the  Plaintiff. 
In  June,  1849,  the  Plaintiff  delivered  another  bill  of 
costs  to  the  committee,  amounting  to  736/.  14^.,  includ- 
ing Fiddey's  items,  which,  after  deducting  sums  re- 
ceived, showed  a  balance  of  662/.  1^.  remaining  due;  of 
which  the  Defendant  was  entitled  to  317/.  \6s.  3d,  and 
which,  together  with  107/.  \3s.  costs  out  of  pocket, 
amounted  to  425/.  9«.  3d. 

The  Plaintiff  then  applied  for  an  equal  division  of 
h2  the 


Robin  BON 

V. 

Anderson. 
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the  monies  received  by  the  Defendant,  but  the  latter 
said  he  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  claims  of  the  Plain- 
tiff. 

The  Plaintiff  then  filed  his  bill  to  obtain  a  declara- 
tion of  his  right|  and  for  an  account  and  division  of  the 
clear  profits  of  the  business. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Mendall,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Roupell,  and  Mr.  C  C.  Barber,  for  the  De- 
fendant. There  has  no  doubt  been  a  retainer  of  the 
two  solicitors,  but  the  question  really  is,  whether  a  part- 
nership was  constituted,  and  if  so,^  what  were  its  terms. 
The  committee,  who  had  the  management  of  the  matter, 
were  of  opinion  that  another  person,  besides  the  Plain- 
tiff, should  be  employed,  and  in  fact  the  Defendant  was 
brought  in,  in  order  to  control  the  Plaintiff.  There  were 
separate  retainers  for  one  matter  of  business,  but  no 
partnership.  Nothing  passed  between  the  parties  which 
amounted  to  a  contract  to  divide  the  profits ;  it  was 
like  a  joint  appointment  of  two  surgeons,  but  nothing 
like  a  partnership  was  created ;  the  Plaintiff  and  De- 
fendant were  each  to  take  certain  duties  in  defending 
the  actions,  and  to  receive  the  remuneration  due  for 
their  respective  work. 

The  question  is,  what  does  the  law  imply  as  a  con- 
clusion from  the  employment,  in  one  matter,  of  two  pro- 
fessional persons.  If  two  persons  of  different  standing, 
and  whose  services  were  of  different  value,  were  em- 
ployed, that  would  not  constitute  a  partnership.  The 
obi^ervations  of  Vice- Chancellor  Wigram  in  Webster  v. 
J9r£i^(£i),8how,  that  even  where  there  is  a  joint  retainer, 

there 

(a)  7  Hart,  167—170. 


Robinson 
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there  is  not  necessarily  a  partnership,  but  here  there        1865. 

was  not  even  a  joint  retainer.     In  McGregor  v.  Bain^ 

brigge  (a),  it  is  said  they  would  ''  primd  facie  share  in 

the  profits,"  but  that  depends  upon  a  variety  of  con-    Amdee«oii. 

siderations,  such  as  the  condition  of  the  parties,  the 

nature  of  the  business,  &c.,  for  it  is  not  a  conclusion  of 

law  that  the  profits  of  separate  labour  are  to  be  equally 

divided.     Both  parties  inserted  charges  in  their  bills  for 

attendances  at  consultations  between  thero^  this  could 

not  be  if  they  were  partners. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

If,  as  I  suspect,  charges  for  consultations  between 
two  solicitors,  jointly  employed,  would,  on  taxation,  be 
struck  out,  the  argument  raised  on  these  charges  fails, 
because  the  charges  would  be  improper. 

Mr.  B,  Palmer  was  stopped  in  his  reply  by 

!r%e  Master  of  the  Rolls,  who  said  he  would  read 
the  evidence  before  hearing  the  reply.  His  present  im- 
pression was,  that  he  must  presume  a  partnership,  and 
in  the  absence  of  agreement,  the  profits  must  be  divided 
equally. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Feb.  14. 

In  looking  through  these  papers,  and  the  correspond- 
ence which  has  taken  place,  I  have  directed  my  atten- 
tion, in  the  first  place,  to  the  point  which  is  always 
very  material,  namely,  on  whom  the  burden  of  proof 
lies ;  and  what,  in  the  absence  of  proof,  the  Court  must 

consider 
(a)  7  Hare,  164,  d. 
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1855.       consider  to  be  the  law  which  regulates  the  rights  of  the 

'"-■"v-^       parties. 
Robinson 

Anderson.  Now  I  should  entertain  no  doubt,  even  if  I  had  not 
been  confirmed  by  the  two  cases  of  Webster  v.  Bray  (a) 
hnd  McGregor  v.  Bainbrigge{b),  that  where  two  soli- 
citors undertake  a  matter  of  business  on  behalf  of  a 
client,  the  same  rule  would  follow  in  that,  as  in  any 
other  undertaking  where  two  persons  carry  on  a  busi- 
ness jointly  on  behalf  of  themselves,  or  as  agents  of 
other  persons.  It  is,  in  point  of  fact,  a  limited  partner- 
ship for  a  particular  sort  of  business.  Assuming  no- 
thing to  have  been  said  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the 
profits  were  to  be  divided,  it  appears  to  me  to  follow, 
as  a  necessary  consequence  of  law,  that  they  are  to  be 
divided  equally  between  them.  And,  although  one  may 
do  more  business  and  have  exerted  himself  more  than 
the  other,  yet,  if  nothing  is  said  upon  the  subject  of 
profits,  the  presumption  is^  that  they  are  to  be  equally 
divided  between  them.  It  appears  to  me,  that  if  the 
clients  had  gone  to  Mr.  Robinson  and  Mr.  Anderson, 
and  said,  ''  We  wish  you  to  undertake  the  business  for 
us,"  and  thereupon  Mr.  Robinson  and  Mr.  Anderson 
had  both  said,  ''  We  agree  to  do  so,'*  and  nothing  had 
taken  place  between  them  as  to  the  manner  in  which 
they  were  to  be  paid,  the  necessary  consequence  would 
have  been,  that  after  payment  of  the  costs  out  of  pocket, 
the  net  profits  made  by  the  business  would  have  been 
divisible  equally  between  them,  and  that  neither  of 
them  could  say  to  the  other,  **  I  have  done  more  busi- 
ness than  you  have,  and  am,  therefore,  entitled  to  a  larger 
share  of  profits."  It  was  the  duty  of  the  party  who 
intended  that  this  should  not  be  a  partnership  transac- 
tion, and  that  he  should  be  paid  for  the  amount  of 

business 
(fl)  7  Hare,  159.  (6)  7  Hare,  164,  n. 
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business  which  he  did,  withoat  participating  in  that  of 
the  other,  so  to  express  himself. 


1856. 


BoBiirtON 


The  state  of  the  case  is,  that  the  clients  in  this  case,  AiiDKBtoir. 
the  Defendants  in  the  actions  of  Lockwood  v.  Wood, 
went  to  Mr.  Robinson,  their  soHcitor,  who  acted  for  a 
little  while,  and  then  an  arrangement  took  place,  by 
which  he  was  instructed  by  them  to  associate  with  him- 
self Mr.  Anderson,  as  the  solicitor  to  conduct  the 
defence.  He  goes  to  Mr.  Anderson,  and,  as  for  as  I 
can  make  out  from  the  evidence,  what  took  place  be- 
tween them  was  in  substance  this : — he  said,  **  Will  you 
join  with  me  in  carrying  on  this  business  ?"  and  Mr. 
Anderson  answered  he  would,  and  nothing  whatever 
was  said  as  to  any  division  of  profits,  or  respecting 
the  remuneration  of  the  parties.  That  is  the  result 
which  I  have  arrived  at,  from  the  evidence  of  the  Plain- 
tiff, and  from  his  cross-examination.  If  the  case  rested 
there,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  presumption  of  law  is, 
that  the  profits  were  to  be  divided  equally.  But  if  it 
is  alleged  that  a  different  contract  was  come  to  at  the 
time,  who  is  it  that  is  required  to  prove  it  ?  Why  the 
person  who  alleges  it,  namely,  Mr.  Anderson.  I  have, 
therefore,  looked  through  the  evidence  carefully,  and 
my  opinion  is,  that  he  fails  in  proving  that  any  different 
contract  was  come  to,  and  the  documents  appear  to  me 
to  furnish  evidence,  to  some  extent,  confirmatory  of  the 
view,  that  this  was  a  joint  business,  and  that  the  profits 
were  to  be  equally  divided.  ^His  Honor  here  referred 
to  the  letters.] 


It  appears  to  me  to  be  impossible  to  say,  that  there 
was  that  which  Mr.  Anderson  is  bound  to  establish, 
viz.  any  agreement  or  any  contract  between  the  parties, 
that  each  party  should  carry  on  his  own  business  sepa- 
rately, and  be  paid  for  the  business  which  he  himself 

conducted, 
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conducted,  totally  irrespective  of  the  Plaintiff.  I  think 
not  only  that  the  contrary  is  proved,  but  that,  in  the 
absence  of  any  evidence,  the  presumption  of  law  would 
have  been  in  favour  of  an  opposite  conclusion,  upon  the 
mere  fact  of  a  joint  employment. 

I  must  make  a  declaration,  that  the  defence  of  these 
actions  of  Lockwood  v.  Wood  and  Lockwood  v.  Lund, 
down  to  the  23rd  of  January ,  1846,  was  a  joint  employ- 
ment, and  that  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  were  in- 
terested in  the  profits,  in  equal  shares  and  proportions. 

Then  direct  an  account  of  what  is  due  to  both  parties 
upon  these  transactions. 

I  must  give  the  Plaintiff  his  costs  of  so  much  of  the 
suit  as  is  occasioned  by  the  Defendant  disputing  the 
joint  liability.  But  further  than  that,  I  shall  make  no 
order  as  to  costs,  because  I  am  not  at  all  clear  that  in 
other  respects  the  suit  was  absolutely  necessary. 


NoTB. — An  appeal  to  the  Lords  Justices  was  dismissed  with  costs 
on  the  25tb  of  May,  1855. 
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HATCH  V.  HATCH. 

March  14,  15. 
"IITRS.  HATCH  had  a  testamentary  power  of  ap-  ^4.,  by  will, 
-^■^  pointing  the  advowson  of  the  rectory  of  Sutton.      fj^^ff^  *™^^ 

death  or  the 
Having  three  sons,  Thomas^  Henry  and  Charles,  she  ^nT"  to"pr "" 
by  will,  dated  in  1807,  appointed,  that  "  upon  the  p*  ^-  *<>  the 
death  of  the  present  incombent,  or  of  any  other  incum-  caae  be  should 
bent  that  may  be  presented  during  the  joint  lives  of  t*^e  Orden; 
me  and  my  said  husband,"  the  trustees  should  present  should  not,  or 
to  the  rectory  her  son  Henry,  "in  case  "  (she  proceeded  ^o"i|  die  i" 
to  say)  "be  shall  take  Orders,  and  become  qualified  to  fill  the  lifetime  of 
the  incumbency  thereof;  and  in  case  he  shall  not  take  present  Bf  in 
Orders  and  become  a  clergyman,  or  being  so,  shall  die  <^*f®  Ije  "l^ould 
in  the  lifetime  of  my  son  Charles  Hatch,  then  do  and  and  after  their 
shall  present  to  the  said  rectory  of  Sutton  my  son  "^^f  ^j^f 
Charles  Hatch,  in  case  he  shall  take  Orders  and  become  such  of  them 
a   clergyman,    and    qualified    to   fill   the   incumbency  Ordcre  and*be 
thereof.     And  from  and  after  their  several   deceases,  presented,  or 
or  of  such  of  them  as  shall  take  Holy  Orders  and  be  of  neither 

presented  thereto,  or  upon  the  event  of  neither  of  them  ^^^S  Ordm, 
'^  *  r  ghe  devised 

taking  Holy  Orders  and  becoming  a  clergyman,  then  the  advowson 

upon  such  events  so  happening,"  she  devised  and  ap-  ^^^'  \hauho 

pointed  the  rectory  to  her  eldest  son  Thomas  Hatch,  in  gi^  in  favour 
^  of  A,  and  B. 

*^'  were  in  succes- 

sion and  not 
alternative, 

The  testatrix  died  in  1819,  and  the  living  having  first  and  that  on 

*  ^         ,  ^  the  death  of 

become  a,,  B.  was 
entitled  to  be 
presented. 
A  testator  having  the  power  of  disposing  of  an  advowson  (subject  to  the  existing 
incumbency  of  A.y  and  a  contingent  right  of  B,  to  be  afterwards  presented),  devised 
"the  next  avoidance  thereof"  in  favour  of  C.     Held,  that  "  the  next"  meant,  the 
next  the  tesUtor  had  power  to  dispose  of,  viz.  that  following  the  incumbency  of  A. 
and  of  B. 


106  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1856.       become  vacant,  in  1831,  Henry  Hatch  was  presented 
thereto,  and  was  now  the  incumbent. 

ThomcLs  Hatchy  the  son,  by  his  will,  dated  in  June, 
1831,  devised  the  rectory  to  his  trustees,  ''upon  trust 
to  present  his  son,  Henry  John  Hatch,  to  the  same, 
on  the  next  avoidance  thereof,  if  he  be  desirous  of 
being  presented  to  the  same ;  and  from  and  after  such 
presentation,  or  in  case  of  the  relinquishment  of  the 
same  by  the  said  Henry  John  Hatch,  or  of  his  death 
before  there  shall  be  any  avoidance  of  the  said  advow- 
son,  then  upon  trust  to  sell  the  same,"  for  the  purposes 
therein  expressed. 

Charles  Hatch  and  Henry  John  Hatch  were  both  in 
Holy  Orders,  and  the  two  principal  questions  raised  by 
this  special  case  were,  first,  whether,  under  the  will  of 
Mrs.  Hatch,  Charles  Hatch  would  or  not  be  entitled  to 
be  presented  to  the  rectory  of  Sutton  upon  the  avoid- 
ance thereof  by  the  death  or  cessation  of  the  present 
incumbent,  Henry  Hatch,  in  his  lifetime;  secondly,  if 
so,  and  he  should  become  incumbent  in  the  lifetime  of 
Henry  John  Hatch,  upon  the  first  avoidance  thereof, 
then  whether,  under  the  will  of  Thomas  Hatch,  the 
Plaintiflf  Henry  John  Hatch  would  or  not  be  entitled 
to  be  presented  to  the  same  rectory,  upon  the  next  suc- 
ceeding avoidance  thereof  by  the  death  or  cessation  of 
the  Defendant  Charles  Hatch,  in  the  lifetime  of  Henry 
John  Hatch. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Faber,  for  the  PlaintiflP  Henry 
John  Hatch,  The  question  of  construction  is,  whether 
the  testatrix,  Mrs.  Hatch,  is  to  be  understood  as  direct- 
ing two  successive,  or  one  alternative  presentation;  that 
is,  whether  Charles  is  still  entitled  to  a  presentation,  or 
whether  her  direction  was  satisfied  by  the  presentation 

of 
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of  Henry  Hatch,  the  present  incumbent;  the  Plain-  1856. 
tiff  contends  for  the  latter  construction.  That  point 
will  be  determined  by  considering  what  was  the  par- 
ticular subject  of  these  various  directions ;  for  if  you 
find  the  will  referring  to  the  avoidance  next  after  the 
death  of  the  then  present  incumbent,  you  cannot  make 
the  disposing  power  greater  than  the  subject  of  disposi- 
tion itself.  Now  look  at  the  words.  '^  The  said  trustees 
shall,  upon  the  death  of  the  present  incumbent,  or  any 
other  incumbent  that  may  be  presented  during  the  joint 
lives  &c.,  present  my  son  Henry  Hatchj  in  case  &c., 
and  in  case  he  shall  not  take  Orders,  or  &c.,  do  and 
shall  present  my  son  Charles  Hatch,  in  case  &c.*'  The 
words  ''  die  in  the  lifetime"  must  be  limited  to  '*  dying 
before  a  vacancy."  As  to  Henry,  she  means  an  avoid- 
ance afler  her  own  death;  and  adopting  the  same  con- 
struction in  the  subsequent  clause,  the  words  ''from  and 
after  their  several  deceases/'  &c.,  cannot  be  understood 
absolutely  without  any  qualification,  but  must  mean 
''deceases  before  a  vacancy;"  for  suppose  neither  took 
Orders,  if  the  words  are  to  be  taken  in  their  abso- 
lute unlimited  sense,  then  there  is  the  whole  period 
of  their  lives  in  which  the  presentation  is  to  be  made, 
and  which  may  extend  far  beyond  the  subject-matter  of 
the  disposition,  viz.  the  next  avoidance  after  Mrs. 
Hatch's  death.  But  further,  it  is  from  and  after  their 
several  deceases,  or  of  such  of  them  as  shall  take  Holy 
Orders,  and  be  presented.  That  means  one  of  them — 
"  such  one  of  them" — "  such"  meaning  less  than  the 
whole  number,  and  therefore  there  is  to  be  but  one  pre- 
sentation. 

With  respect  to  the  wilt  of  Thomas  Hatch,  the  son, 
who  thereby  directed  his  trustees  to  present  £renry«/b/i7i 
Hatch  to  the  living,  "  on  the  next  avoidance  thereof;" 
the  question  is,  what  he  means  by  "  the  next  avoidance 

thereof.'' 
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1865. 


Hatch 

V. 

Hatch. 
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thereof."  **  Next  avoidance  *'  must  mean  next  with  re- 
ference, not  to  the  death  of  the  testatofi  but  next  in  re- 
ference to  the  thing  devised.  The  question  will  not 
arise  if  the  Court  should  hold  that  diaries  is  not  en- 
titled to  be  presented  after  Henry;  but  if,  on  the  con- 
trary,  it  should  hold  that  he  is  so  entitled,  the  question 
will  arise.  If  it  should  be  held  that  Charles  is  entitled 
after  Henry^  then  it  must  be  assumed  that  the  testator 
knew  it,  and  he  must  mean  the  next  avoidance  it  was 
competent  for  him  and  not  the  next  which  it  was 
not  competent  for  him  to  dispose  of.  He  was  dispos- 
ing of  a  reversion,  and  must  mean  ''  any  next  avoid- 
ance." 

Mr.  Dickenson  for  some  of  the  parties  interested  in 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale.  It  is  immaterial  to  the  De- 
fendants who  are  interested  in  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
who,  if  only  one,  is  appointed;  the  only  difference 
would  be,  that  Charles  is  older  than  the  Plaintiff,  Henry 
John.  It  is  not  the  **  next  avoidance  but  one,"  as  is 
contended  by  the  other  side. 

Mr.  Shapter,  for  one  of  the  residuary  legatees  of 
Thomas,  the  son,  interested  in  the  proceeds  of  the  sale, 
opposed  the  claim  of  the  Plaintiff  as  heir  at  law  of 
Thomas,  and  contended  that  the  rectory  passed  under 
the  trust  for  sale. 

Mr.  Bristowe,  for  the  last  two  Defendants,  con- 
tended, that  the  first  will  was  satisfied  the  moment 
Henry  was  appointed  to  the  living.  The  question,  he 
said,  turned  upon  the  word  "  then,"  which  referred  to 
the  period  when  the  trust  arose,  that  is,  the  death  of 
the  incumbent.  ^ 


Mr.  22.  Palmer,  Mr.  A.  Smith,  and  Mr.  Rasch,  for 
other  Defendants. 

Mr. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 
Mr.  Lloyd^  in  reply. 
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Hie  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion,  firBt,  that       Hatch 
the  reasonable  construction  of  the  will  of  the  testatrix       hatch. 
was,  that  the  gifts  in  favour  of  her  two  sons,  Henry  and 
CharleSj  were  successive,  and  not  alternative. 

Secondly,  that  the  expression.  "  next  avoidance,"  in 
the  will  of  Thomas f  must  mean  the  next  over  which  the 
testator's  will  could  operate. 


HINDLE  V.  TAYLOR. 

March  15. 
rriHE  testator  devised  his  real  estate  to  his  eldest  son,  a  testator 

-*■      John  F.  Hindu,  for  life ;  remainder  to  the  use  of  f'"^^^  ^''^ 
'  '  trustees  to 

two  trustees  (Johnson  and  Custance),  for  five  hundred  stand  possessed 
years ;  remainder  to  the  sons  and  daughters  of  John  F.  ^  certain  * 
Hindle  successively  in  tail ;  remainders  to  William  F.  «^*n*»  "  "I^** 

-rr,     J,  .  ,  .  1,1  •       iM  .1      >UCh  trusts  88 

Hindle  and  his  sons  and  daughters  in  like  manner,  with  ^ere  therein- 
divers  remainders  over.  ^^^  declared 

concerning 
the  sum  of 

The  trusts  of  the  term  of  five  hundred  years  were  to  ^^^^^^^^ 

raise  portions  for  younger  children ;  and  if  there  should  queathed  in 

be  a  failure  of  sons  of  the  body  of  John  F.  Hindle  and  benefit  of  his 

of  their  issue,  and  any  of  the  subsequent  limitations  ?*?"  ^''"*^' 
1       , 1       t         /v.  1         ^  t  1  >f  his  wife  and 

should  take  effect,  then  Johnson  and  Custance  were  to  children." 

raise  20,000/.,  and  stand  possessed  of  one-fourth  part  ^u'^^Mto' 

thereof,  "  upon  such  trusts  as  were  thereinafter  declared  two  other  tms- 

concerning  the  sum  of  20,000/.Three-and-a-Half  perCent.  ^runi,  upon  a 

Consolidated  Bank  Annuities  thereinafter  bequeathed  in  different  event, 

^  to  pay  Wil- 

trust  /iam'f  wifean 
annuity  of 
200/  a  year.  Held  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  that  she  was  entitled  to  two  annuities, 
one  out  of  each  fund,  if  the  inconae  were  adequate. 
Annuities  held  not  payable  out  of  corput. 
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1856.  ^^B^  ^or  ^1^6  benefit  of  the  testator's  son,  William  F. 
Hindle,  his  wife,  children  and  issue,  as  thereinafter 
was  mentioned." 

The  testator  subsequently  directed  two  other  trustees 
{Jackson  and  Pedder)  to  stand  possessed  of  the  sum  of 
20,000t  Three-and-a-Half  per  Cents.,  upon  trust  to  pay 
the  dividends  thereof  to  his  son  William  F.  Hindle  for  his 
life,  and  after  his  decease,  in  trust  during  the  widowhood 
of  the  Plaintiff,  his  wife,  to  pay  her  out  of  the  interest, 
dividends  and  annual  produce  of  the  sum  of  20,000^ 
Three-and-a-Half  per  Cents.,  the  clear  yearly  sum  of 
200Z.,  to  be  reduced  to  100/.  a  year  if  she  should  marry 
again  ;  the  first  payments  to  be  made  at  the  end  of  one 
calendar  month  after  the  death  of  William  F,  Hindle. 
And  subject  as  aforesaid,  the  sum  of  20,000/.  Three-and- 
a-Half  per  Cents.,  ^*  subject  to  the  said  provision  for 
William  F.  Hindle's  wife,"  were  to  be  held  upon  trust 
for  the  children  of  William  F,  Hindle. 

The  testator  died  in  July,  1831 ;  John  F.  Hindle  died 
in  February y  1849,  without  having  had  any  issue,  and 
William  F.  Hindle  died  in  April,  1853,  leaving  his  wife 
Elizuheth,  and  two  daughters,  surviving.  The  widow 
claimed,  during  her  widowhood,  two  yearly  sums  of  200/. 
each,  one  of  them  payable  under  the  trusts  of  the  one- 
fourth  part  of  the  sum  of  20,000/.  directed  to  be  raised, 
and  the  other  payable  under  the  trusts  of  the  20,000/. 
Three-and-a-Half  per  Cents.  And  in  case  of  a  defi- 
ciency of  the  dividends  to  pay  the  first  200/.,  she  claimed 
to  have  it  raised  out  of  the  corpus  of  the  one-fourth  of 
20,000/. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Little  for  the  Plaintiff*, 
Mrs.  Elizabeth  Hindle.  The  trust  of  the  first  fund  is 
to  be  executed  by  different  trustees  from  the  trustees 

of 
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Ill 


of  the  second.  There  are  distinct  trusts  of  the  different 
funds,  and  the  two  annuities  are  in  fact  distinct  gifts,  to 
take  effect  at  different  times.  The  Plaintiff  is  expressly 
mentioned,  and  is  as  much  an  object  of  the  testa tor*s 
bounty  as  the  sons  and  their  children;  and  though  the 
trusts  of  one  annuity  are  referential,  and  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  trusts  of  the  other,  yet  there  is  a  distinct 
machinery  for  executing  each  of  the  two  trusts,  and  one 
fund  cannot  therefore  be  considered  an  accretion  to  the 
other. 


1856. 


It  is  the  same  as  if  the  trusts  were  repeated.  For 
brevity's  sake  the  trusu  are  declared  by  reference; 
this  is  constantly  done  where  there  are  gifts  to  several 
daughters ;  the  trusts  are  first  declared  as  to  the  portion 
of  the  eldest,  and  the  trusts  of  the  rest  are  declared  by 
reference  to  them.  It  may  be  said,  that  the  income  of 
the  one-fourth  part  of  the  20,000/.  to  be  so  raised  would 
not  produce  enough  to  pay  an  annuity  of  200/.  a  year; 
but  that  proceeds  upon  the  assumption  that  the  invest- 
ment must  be  made  in  Consols  ;  but  there  being  no  pro- 
vision or  direction  as  to  the  mode  of  investment,  the 
trustees  may  invest  it,  on  real  security,  at  five  per 
cent..  Hill  on  Trustees  (a).  Again,  if  the  income  be  in- 
sufficient to  pay  the  annuity,  the  corpus  of  the  fund  is 
chargeable  with  the  deficiency;  May  v.  Dennett (b); 
Wright  V.  Calltnder  (c) ;  Foster  v.  Smith  (d) ;  Wrought 
ton  V.  Colquhoun  (e). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  with  the  Defendant  on  the  second  question  as 
to  the  charge  on  the  corpus  of  the  fund. 

Mr. 


(a)  Page  374. 

(6)  1  Ruu  370. 

(c)  2  De  G.  M.  *  G.  652. 


(d)  1  Phill,  629;  2  T.  ^  C. 
(C.  C.)  193. 

(e)  1  De  G.  ^  Sm.  36. 
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HiNDLB 
V. 

Taylor. 
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Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Prendergast,  for  the  Defend- 
ants, the  daughters  of  William  F.  Hindle. 

The  two  sums  of  6,000Z.  and  20,000/.  were  to  form 
one  fund  for  the  payment  of  one  annuity  of  200Z.  a  year, 
and  were  to  be  governed  by  the  same  set  of  trusts. 
The  5,000/.  was  consolidated  with  the  20,000/.  stock, 
and  the  annuity  was  to  be  paid  out  of  the  aggregate 
fund.  The  testator  could  not  have  intended  200/.  a 
year  to  be  paid  out  of  the  income  of  6,000/.  sterling ; 
it  was  impossible.  Something  was  also  intended  for 
the  other  objects  of  the  testator's  bounty,  but  nothing 
would  be  left  for  them  if  200/.  was  to  be  paid  out  of 
the  income,  which  would  be  about  150/.  a  year.  The 
testator  annexed  the  two  funds,  and  directed  the  whole 
to  be  ''  upon  such  trusts  as  were  thereinafter  declared." 
If,  amongst  the  trusts  declared  of  a  freehold  estate, 
there  was  one  for  raising  a  rentcharge  for  a  widow, 
and  afterwards  copyholds  and  leaseholds  were  conveyed 
''  upon  such  trusts  as  were  thereinafter  declared,"  the 
widow  would  not  be  entitled  to  two  rentcharges,  one 
out  of  the  freehold  and  the  other  out  of  the  copyholds 
and  leaseholds. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff,  on  the  first  point 
I  see  no  mode  of  reading  this  will,  except  by  repeating 
in  the  first  gift  the  trusts  which  are  contained  in  the 
second  part  of  the  will.  The  testator  gives  20,000/., 
and  directs  that  one  quarter  of  it  shall  be  held  '*  upon 
such  trusts  as  were  thereinafter  declared  concerning 
the  sum  of  20,000/.,  thereinafter  bequeathed  in  trust 
for  the  benefit  of  his  son,  his  wife  and  children  and 

issue." 
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issue.''  That  is  to  say,  it  is  upon  such  trusts  for  the 
benefit  of  the  son's  wife,  for  the  benefit  of  the  son's 
children  and  issue,  as  are  after  mentioned.  Then  I 
must  look  at  what  those  trusts  are,  and  I  must  re- 
peat them  over  again  here.  I  cannot,  in  my  opinion, 
read  this  as  if  these  words  were  expunged,  and  as  if 
the  5,000Z.  was  to  form  an  aggregate  fund  with  the 
20,000^,  3 J/,  per  cents,  after  mentioned,  in  which  case, 
no  doubt,  there  would  be  one  consolidated  fund,  sub- 
ject to  the  trusts  described  with  respect  to  them  both. 
But  here  the  5,000/.  is  to  be  held  upon  the  trusts  which 
are  hereinafter  declared  concerning  the  sum  of  20,000/. 
I  am  of  opinion  that  I  must  repeat  those  trusts  over 
again  in  the  present  instance.  If  those  trusts  were  to 
give  a  life  estate  to  the  widow,  she  would  take  a  life 
estate  in  both.  In  truth,  the  trustees  of  the  20,000/. 
are  to  give  her  an  annuity  of  200/.  a  year.  The  trus- 
tees of  the  other  fund  are  to  give  her  an  annuity  of  200/. 
a  year,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  together  they  are  to  pay 
her  two  annuities.  Nor  can  I  see  any  just  principle  of 
construction,  on  which,  introducing  all  the  trusts  which 
are  mentioned  respecting  the  20,000/.,  exactly  as  they 
stand,  I  am  simply  to  exclude  one  of  them,  which  is 
for  the  benefit  of  the  wife,  and  more  especially  as  he  ex- 
pressly introduces  her  as  being  one  of  the  objects  of  his 
bounty  with  respect  to  the  one-fourth  of  the  20,000/. 


1856. 


The  only  serious  argument  arises  from  the  admitted 
inadequacy  of  the  fund,  because  the  first  fund  will  not 
produce  200/.  a  year;  but  I  should  construe  that  ex- 
actly in  the  same  way  as  if  this  stood  by  itself,  and 
there  was  a  gift  of  one-fourth  of  20,000/.,  upon  trust 
to  pay  her  an  annuity  of  200/.  a  year.  I  should  have  no 
doubt  that  those  trusts  were  to  be  executed  as  far  as 
they  could  be,  and  the  fact  of  the  testator  having  given 
an  annuity  which  could  not  be  produced,  unless  the 

▼OL.  XX.  I  fund 
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1855.  fund  produced  foar  per  cent,  per  annum,  would  not,  in 
my  opinion,  in  any  degree  affect  her  right  to  receive 
what  she  would  be  entitled  to  receive  under  those  trusts, 
Taylor.  {f  they  were  here  repeated.  Neither  do  I  think  that 
I  am  at  liberty  to  cut  down  the  construction  of  the  first 
part  of  the  will  by  a  reference  to  the  trusts  of  the 
other  fourths. 

When  I  refer  to  the  trusts  of  the  20,000Z.,  then  I 
think  that  the  annuity  of  2002.  a  year  is  limited  ex- 
pressly to  come  out  of  the  annual  produce.  It  is  given 
to  the  trustees  in  trust,  during  the  widowhood  of  Eliza- 
beth,his  wife,  to  pay  her,  "  out  of  the  interest,  dividends 
and  annual  produce"  of  the  20,000/.,  a  clear  yearly  sum 
of  200Z.,  which,  if  she  marries  again,  is  to  be  reduced  to 
100/.  I  see  nothing  whatever,  then,  to  charge  it  upon 
the  corpus  or  capital  of  the  fund  ;  it  is,  in  fact,  a  charge 
simply  on  the  interest,  dividends  and  annual  produce, 
and  if  the  annual  produce  is  not  sufficient  to  pay  it,  in 
my  opinion,  it  fails,  because  it  is  charged  upon  that  and 
not  upon  the  corpus.  Then  he  disposes  of  the  fund, 
subject  to  her  charge  upon  it,  the  dividends  being  suffi- 
cient for  that  purpose.  It  is  merely  giving  the  capital 
and  remainder  of  the  dividends  to  the  children,  and,  in 
my  opinion,  it  does  not  enable  her  to  charge  her  annuity 
on  the  corpus  of  the  fund,  if  the  dividends  should  be 
insufficient. 

The  case  of  May  v.  Bennett  (a)  is  distinguishable  in 
many  respects  from  this.  In  that  case  the  testator  had 
directed  his  trustees  to  invest  such  a  sum  of  money  as 
would  produce  200/.  a  year.  They  did  not  invest  such 
a  sum  as  would  produce  200/.  a  year,  they  invested  such 
a  sum  of  money  as  would  produce  200/.  at  the  time, 
but  afterwards,  by  the  effect  of  certain  Acts  of  Parlia- 
ment, it  fell  short  of  that,  so  that  the  testator's  intention 

was 
(a)  1  Rttii.  370. 
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was  not  carried  into  effect.  The  other  case  of  Wright 
V.  CaUender{a)f  seems  to  me,  in  substance,  to  be  the 
same  decision.  There  the  testator  had  directed  the 
trustees,  out  of  his  residue,  to  invest  such  a  sum  of 
money  as  would  produce  21,  a  week  to  his  son.  They 
invested  a  sum  of  money  which  did  not  produce  2/.  a 
week  for  his  son,  and  thereupon  the  Lord  Justices  held, 
that  the  primary  intention  was,  that  the  son  should  have 
2/.  a  week,  and  they  therefore  charged  the  corpus  of  the 
sum  with  that  amount.  But  if  he  had  expressly  stated, 
that  they  should  invest  the  residue,  and  out  of  the  in- 
terest, dividends,  and  annual  produce  thereof,  pay  a  cer- 
tain sum  of  money,  then  a  different  question  might  have 
arisen.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  in  this  case 
the  annuity  is  not  charged  upon  the  corpus  of  the  fund. 

I  am  further  of  opinion,  that  it  is  not  incumbent  upon 
the  trustees  to  invest  the  6,000/.  on  real  security,  for 
the  purpose  of  creating  a  larger  degree  of  interest, 
assuming  that  a  larger  amount  of  interest  could  be 
obtained  without  incurring  any  risk  to  the  capital  of  the 
fund.  I  propose,  therefore,  to  answer  the  two  ques- 
tions, not  exactly  as  they  stand  in  either  event,  but  I 
should  say  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  two  annuities, 
if  the  interest  of  one-fourth  of  the  20,000/.  be  sufficient 
to  pay  a  second  annuity  of  200/.  per  annum ;  but  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  first  annuity  for  200/.  is  not  charged 
upon  the  corpus  of  the  one-fourth  of  the  20,000/.,  which 
is  given  to  her. 

Let  four-fifths  of  the  costs  come  out  of  the  20,000/., 
and  one-fifth  out  of  the  5,000/.,  to  be  taxed  as  between 
solicitor  and  client,  there  being  no  residuary  estate  of 
the  testator. 

Note. — Rerened  on  the  first  point  by  Lord  Cranworih,  L.  C,  9th 
November,  1S65. 

(a)  2  De  G.  Macn.  if  G.  652. 
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1866. 


TRUTCH  V.  LAMPRELL. 


JaiL  24. 


Two  trustees  fTlHE  Plaintifi|  Caroline  Agnes  Trutchf  was  entitled, 
periy  s^d  oat  subject  to  the  life  interest  of  her  mother,  to  one 

trust  money,     moiety  of  a  sum  of  1,763Z.  3s.  Id.  consols,  standing  in 

one  of  them 

handed  the       the  names  of  two  trustees,  Lamprell  and  Holmes. 

cheque  for  the 

proceeds  to 

the  other,  who       Her  mother,  who  had  assigned   her  life  estate  to 

Hdff^that  '*"  secure  640/.,  proposed  absolutely  to  assign  her  life 
tiiey  were  both  interest  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  should 
It  is  a  con-  P^y  ^^  ^^^  mortgage  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of 
tradiction  in  ^  moiety  of  the  stock,  which  would  then  belong  to  her 
terms  to  say,        ,      ,       ,     .  .  mi       t^i  •     ./«.  <•  » 

that  a  trustee    absolutely  m  possession.    The  Plamtin  assented,  and 

not**M  active  ^°  ^'^®  ^^*  ^^  "^^^9*  ^^^^'  ^"  absolute  assignment  was 
trustee,  and  a  executed  to  the  Plaintiff.  On  the  same  day,  Lamprell 
trustee  that  ^^^  Holmes^  the  trustees,  at  the  Plaintiff's  request,  sold 
he  only  acted  out  one  moiety  thereof,  and  out  of  the  proceeds  paid  the 
ty'ssakeiflun-  mortgage,' leaving  a  balance  of  193Z.  For  this  sum 
availing.  another  cheque  was  drawn  by  the  stock-broker,  and 

put  into  the  hands  of  Holmes,  who  handed  it  over  to 
Lamprell,  on  a  suggestion  by  the  latter,  that  he  had 
claims  against  the  Plaintiff,  which  he  would  first  settle, 
and  then  hand  over  the  balance  to  her.  Lamprell,  having 
obtained  the  cheque,  applied  it  to  his  own  use.  He 
claimed  to  retain  the  greater  part  of  it  for  sums  amount- 
ing to  1382.,  for  which  he  alleged  the  Plaintiff  was 
liable  to  him ;  but,  except  43/.,  the  Plaintiff  repudiated 
the  whole  demand.  The  Plaintiff,  being  unable  to 
obtain  payment,  filed  her  bill  against  Lamprell  and 
Holmes,  for  an  account  and  payment 

The  case  came  on  upon  motion  for  a  decree,  Lamprell, 

having 
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haYiDg  disappeared^  the  question  argued  was  as  to  the  1855. 
liability  of  Holmes.  The  evidence,  as  to  the  circum- 
stances connected  with  the  delivery  of  the  cheque  for 
the  193Z.,  was  contradictory,  but  the  trustees  failed  to 
establish  that  the  Plaintiff  had  concurred.  Holmes^  by 
his  answer,  stated,  that  he  had  become  a  trustee  at 
the  Plaintiff's  request,  and  on  the  understanding  that 
be  was  to  have  no  trouble  or  responsibility  in  carrying 
out  the  trusts,  which  were  to  be  borne  by  LamprelL 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  C  T.  Simpson^  for  the  Plain- 
tiff, asked  for  a  decree  against  both  trustees. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  H.  Stevens^  for  Holmes.  It 
appears  that  Lamprell  had  advanced  monies  to  his 
cestui  que  trust,  he  had  therefore  a  right  of  retainer, 
and,  having  that  right,  he  was  also  entitled  to  receive  the 
fund.  It  was  impossible  for  both  trustees  to  receive  the 
money  for  the  cheque,  and  therefore  Lamprell  was  the 
most  proper  person  to  receive  it,  and  Holmes  was  justi- 
fied, by  the  necessity  of  the  case,  in  handing  the  cheque 
to  his  co-trustee;  Attorney-General  v.  Randall  (a); 
Clough  V.  Bond  (ft) ;  Ex  parte  Griffin  (c).  [The  Mas- 
ter of  the  Rolls  referred  to  Bacon  v.  Bacon  (d);  and 
see  also  Hanbury  v.  Kirhhnd  {e).']  The  Defendant 
Holmes  stipulated  that  he  should  not  be  an  active 
trustee,  and  he  acted,  in  this  matter,  for  conformity's 
sake  only.  Lastly,  the  Plaintiff^s  concurrence  has  re- 
lieved him  from  all  responsibility. 

Lamprell  did  not  appear. 

The 

(a)  2  JEo.  Co.  Ah.  742.  (d)  5  Ve».  331. 

(6)  3  Myl.  if  Cr.  p.  497.  U)  3  Sim.  265. 

(c)2Gfyn.^J.U4. 
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Trutcb 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


V-  As  to  the  principles  applicable  to  this  case,  there  can 

be  no  question.  This  is  one  of  those  painful  cases, 
which,  unfortunately,  this  Court  has  constantly  to  deal 
with,  where  trustees,  innocent  of  any  desire  to  benefit 
themselves,  have  failed  to  perform  their  duties,  and  the 
Court  is  compelled  to  make  them  responsible.  It  is 
constantly  argued  by  Counsel,  but  the  conclusion  is  as 
constantly  rejected  by  the  Court,  that  a  person  who  acts 
is  not  an  active  trustee,  and  is  not  liable,  because  he  has 
only  acted  for  conformity's  sake.  It  is  a  contradiction 
in  terms  to  say,  that  a  trustee  who  acts  is  not  an  active 
trustee ;  by  taking  upon  himself  the  office  of  trustee, 
and  acting,  he  becomes,  in  that  transaction  at  least,  an 
active  trustee,  and  is  bound  properly  to  perform  all  the 
duties  appertaining  to  his  office. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  impossible  for  Holmes  to 
contend,  with  success,  that  he  was  justified  in  paying 
over  the  cheque  to  his  co-trustee.  The  only  ground 
alleged  is,  that  Lamprell  had  a  charge  on  the  fund, 
but  upon  the  evidence  there  is  no  trace  of  any.  It 
would  be  no  justification  to  a  trustee  to  pay  over  a  fund 
to  a  claimant,  for  then  he  might  pay  it  over  to  any  one 
claiming  it. 

I  must  make  a  decree  for  payment,  with  costs,  both 
against  Holmes  and  Lamprell, 

I  must  give  liberty  to  Holmes  to  apply,  in  case  he 
should  be  able  to  make  any  claim  against  Lamprell^  for 
contribution  or  otherwise. 

I  have  some  difficulty  in  respect  to  the  claim  of  the 

Plaintiff's 
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Plaintiff's  former  solicitor  on  the  fand.    I  must  make 

the  order  for  payment  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  nbtice  must 

be  given  to  her  solicitor  that  the  payment  will  be  made         ^^J^^^ 

to  her,  unless  he  makes  some  application.  Lamprell. 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  MOOR. 

Feb.  15. 
TK^ILLIAM  BECKWITH,  by  his  will  dated  in  After  the 

1743,  devised  lands  to  William  Moor  and  two  JJ^Jmab  A^ 
others  in  fee,  in  trust  for  the  establishment  and  per-  (1736),  lands 
petual  maintenance  of  a  free  school  within  the  chapelry  tTtnistees  for 
of  MiddUsmooTf  and  to  pay  the  proceeds  to  the  school-  »  charity.  The 
master.     After  the  decease  of  the  trustees,  the  appoint-  applied  by 

ment  of  schoolmaster  was  vested  in  the  chapel  wardens  the  trustees 

_,  ,       .„  1  .     ,«^^    and  their  heirs 

and  overseers.    The  testator  s  will  was  proved  m  1744.  down  to  the 

William  Moor  was  the  surviving  trustee,  and  on  his  Sn^sn^inftr^ 

death  the  estate  descended  on  Robert  MooTj  and  on  his  mation  against 

death  in  1796  on  John  Moor^  and  on  his  death  in  1838  correcrabuses 

on  John  Moor  the  father,  and  on  his  death  on  John  j^®  •«*  "P  the 

Moor  the  Defendant.    The  property  had  been  managed  the  devise,  but 

by  the  family  successively,  and  the  rents  applied  by  Ij^/J^e'onus^' 

them  towards  the  support  of  the  school.    The  Defend-  of  provinf  no 

ant  had,  however,  taken  upon  himself  the  whole  control  hid^wn  * 

of  the  matter,  claiming  to  appoint  and   remove  the  adopted  to 

master  as  he  pleased,  and  to  eject  him.     He  had  only  charity  valid 

applied  a  portion  of  the  rents  towards  the  support  of  ^^  ?"  ^^°*» 

the  charity.     Under  these  circumstances  the  information  presumption 

was  filed  by  the  Attorney-General,  at  the  relation  of  J^^'jjl^rt^o?* 

the  chapelwardens,  for  an   account  of  the  rents  as  itsndidity. 

against  Moor^  and  for  his  removal  as  trustee. 

The  Defendant,  by  his  answer,  insisted  that  the 

devise 
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devise  for  the  establishment  of  the  school  was  wholly 
void  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  9th  Geo.  2,  c.  36, 
'^  and  that  in  consequence  thereof,  the  estate  devised  to 
the  said  trustees  was  in  fact  undisposed  of,  and  de- 
scended upon  the  heir  at  law  of  the  said  testator  as 
the  rightful  owner  thereof." 


And  he  said  as  follows : — ^*  I  do  not  claim  to  be 
entitled  to  the  beneficial  enjoyment  of  the  said  premises, 
or  to  deal  with  or  dispose  of  the  same  wholly,  but  I 
submit,  that  under  the  circumstances  aforesaid,  I  am 
entitled  to  deal  with  and  dispose  of  the  same  for  the 
support  of  the  said  school,  and  in  payment  of  the  salary 
of  a  master,  to  be  chosen  and  appointed  by  myself,  in 
the  same  way  as  has  hitherto  been  done  by  me  and  my 
ancestors,  irrespective  and  uncontrolled  by  the  void 
trusts,  in  the  said  will  expressed  and  declared,  for  the 
erection  and  support  of  the  said  school." 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Murray^  in  support  of  the 
information.  The  Defendant,  who  is  in  possession  as 
trustee,  cannot  be  heard  to  dispute  the  validity  of  the 
charity;  Attorney-General  w.  Munro{a), 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  Faber^  contra.  The  will  of 
1843  being  subsequent  to  the  Mortmain  Act  (1736)  is 
invalid,  and  the  trusts  cannot  therefore  be  enforced  in 
equity;  Attorney-General  v.  Gardner  {b). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  way  I  look  at  this  case  is  this :  —The  Attorney- 
General  at  the  relation  of  the  Chapelwardens  of  the 

chapelry 


(a)  2  DeG.i  Sm.  122. 


(6)  2  De  G.  ^  Sm.  102. 
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chapelry  o(  Middlesmoor^  asks  to  have  the  charity  pro- 
perty administered,  the  rents  of  which  for  one  hundred 
years  at  least  have  been  applied  in  a  particular  manner, 
though  not  in  strict  accordance  with  the  will,  which 
appears  to  have  been  proved  in  1744,  and  subsequent 
to  the  statute  of  Mortmain.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  in 
this  state  of  things  I  must  require  the  Defendant  to 
prove  his  titles  and  must  hold  that  the  burden  of  proof 
lies  on  him.  He  says  the  will  is  void  under  the  statute 
of  Mortmain,  but  there  are  many  modes  by  which  the 
charitable  trust  might  be  valid,  and  it  is  not  proved 
that  they  were  not  adopted.  The  Defendant  suggests^ 
that  the  Attorney-General  should  prove  the  enrolment 
of  some  deed  under  the  statute ;  but  even  if  there  were 
none,  I  would  assume  that  the  heir  at  law  disclaimed, 
and,  if  necessary,  that  every  successive  heir  did  the 
same.  Will  this  Court,  after  this  lapse  of  time,  allow 
the  trustee,  because  no  regular  enrolled  conveyance  is 
produced,  to  claim  beneficially  ?  The  estate  was  given 
to  the  original  devisees  not  beneficially,  but  as  trustees 
on  trust ;  is  it  possible  to  allow  the  heir  at  law  of  the 
surviving  trustee  to  say,  **  I  will  perform  the  trusts  so 
far  as  I  think  fit,  and  will  apply  the  rest  of  the  income 
to  my  own  use  and  benefit?''  It  is  obvious  that  this 
Court  cannot  allow  it.  This  trustee  can  have  no  bene- 
ficial estate  in  the  property  except  what  he  may  derive 
from  lapse  of  time,  but  his  is  no  adverse  possession. 
This  Court  will,  after  the  time  which  has  elapsed,  pre- 
sume that  everything  was  done  which  would  make  the 
charity  good. 


1866. 


The  Defendant  resists  the  chapelwardens  and  over- 
seers in  appointing  a  schoolmaster  to  the  school,  and 
in  addition  claims  to  take  a  portion  of  the  revenues  of 
the  charity  to  his  own  use.  This  catinot  be  allowed, 
and  I  must  make  a  decree  declaring  that  the  whole  of 

the 
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Attob  net- 
General 

V. 

Moor. 


the  income  of  this  property,  subject  to  the  necessary 
outgoings,  is  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  school- 
master, and  that  the  chapelwardens  and  overseers  are 
the  persons  to  administer  the  charity.  Seeing  what  has 
taken  place,  it  is  proper  to  remove  the  trustee  and  ap- 
point a  new  one,  and  the  costs  of  the  Relator  must 
be  paid  out  of  one  half  of  the  income  of  the  charity. 
I  will  not  direct  a  mortgage  of  the  charity  property ; 
whenever  I  do  so  I  provide  a  sinking  fund  for  its  dis- 
charge. 


Dec.  20,  21. 

Pending  an 
account  di- 
rected by  the 
decree,  ue 
accounting 
party  died. 
An  order  was 
made,  on  mo- 
tion to  revive, 
against  his 
executor,  and 
that  he  mi|ht 
either  admit 
assets  or  ac- 
count for  his 
testator's 
estate. 


CARTWRIGHT  v.  SHEPHEARD  (No.  2). 

T)  Y  the  decree  an  account  was  directed  against  an 
■"■^  executor,  Henry  Newport.  He  died  pending  the 
inquiry,  having  appointed  Lewis  Newport  his  executor. 

Mr.  Bevir  moved  for  an  order  to  revive  and  carry  on 
the  accounts,  and  that  Lewis  Newport  might  admit 
assets  of  Henry  Newport^  or  account.  He  referred  to 
the  16&  16  Ftc^  c.  86,  s.  52. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  at  first  doubted  whether, 
consistently  with  the  decisions  of  the  other  Judges,  it 
could  be  done ;  but,  on  the  following  day,  he  made  the 
order. 


Note.— See  Edwards  v.  BatUyy  19  Beav,  457. 
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ALEXANDER  v.  SIMMS. 

March  10,  12. 
rflHE  Plaintiff  Alexander,  and  the  Defendant  Simms,  a  luitbe- 

■^    were  joint  owners  of  the  ship  "  Norman,**   in  the  *J?*°J^** 

proportion  of  one-eighth  and    seven-eighths;    and  in  andthemort- 

1860  Simms  mortgaged  his  seven-eighths  to  the  Dc-  ^^Sedt'^h 

fendant  Taylor,  who  did  not  then  take  possession.  as  in  an  admi- 

niitration  luxt, 
by  fint  direct- 
In  August,  1861,  the  ship  was  despatched  by  the  ingthepav- 
owners  on  a  voyage  for  a  cargo  of  guano,  with  which  coits  (except 
it  returned  on  the  10th  of  July,  1862,  to  the  Liverpool  ^^^^^^ 
docks,  where  it  commenced  discharging.    On  the  23rd  the  fund,  and 
otJuly,  1862,  Taylor  took  possession  of  seven-eighths  of  ^^^  residuf 
the  ship  and  cargo,  claimine  to  be  entitled  to  the  latter  P^  ^^^^' 

without  deducting  the  expenses  of  outfit  and  voyage.      ofashipMrved 

a  notice  on  the 

tnitteet  of  the 

On  the  original  hearing  it  was  held,  that  the  expenses  docks,  in  which 

of  the  outfit  and  voyage  had   priority  over   Taylor's  [J* Slpwae 

claim,  and  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  special  agree-  being  die- 

ment,  he  had  no  right,  as  mortgagee  of  the  ship,  to  any  ^  ti^er  iti  le- 

part  of  the  cargo.     He  was  ordered  to  pay  so  much  of  "°7?^  **^^  *^® 

the  costs  as  was  occasioned  by  the  claim  so  raised  by  paid,  and 

him  (a).  wrote  to  the 

^  '  ownenofthe 

ship  to  inform 

On  the  20th  or  July,  1862,  the  Defendant  How,  the  JS",to*JJef 

captain  of  the  ship,  had  served  a  notice  upon   the  the  cai^  till 

\       ^        the  wagee  of 
trustees  himself  and 
(a)  See  18  Beav,  83.  the  seamen 

had  been  paid. 
In  a  suit  between  the  owners  and  the  mortgagee  of  one  of  them,  the  captain  was  made 
a  party,  and  did  not,  by  his  answer,  discUim.  The  Chief  Clerk  found  that  certain 
sums  were  due  to  him  in  respect  of  wages,  but  that  other  sums  claimed  were  not  due. 
Held,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  justified  in  making  the  captain  a  party,  and  that  the  latter 
was  justified  in  not  disdaimmg,  and  was  therefore  entitled  to  nis  costs. 
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1866.       trustees  of  the  Liverpool  docks  to  detain  the  cargo  till 
.  "^^""^^      the  freiQ:ht  due  thereon  had  been  duly  paid  :  and  on  the 

Albzandbr  °  J  r        7 

V.  22nd  of  July  he  wrote  to  Simms  that  he  had  been  sum- 

SiMifs.  moned  by  the  seamen  for  their  wages,  that  he  had  no 
money  for  them  or  himself,  and  that  he  had  stopped  the 
cargo  till  he  was  paid.  On  the  23rd  of  Jtdy,  Taylor 
took  possession  of  the  ship  as  mortgagee,  and  paid  the 
wages  due  to  the  crew,  excepting  the  captain.  The 
captain  was  made  a  party  to  the  suit,  as  was  also  the 
Defendant  Ernest,  to  whom,  before  the  arrival  of  the 
ship,  Simms  had  assigned  his  estate  for  the  benefit  of  his 
creditors.  How,  by  his  answer,  claimed  several  sums 
as  due  to  him  besides  wages ;  but  the  Chief  Clerk  found 
that  less  was  due  to  him  than  he  claimed. 

The  cause  now  came  on  upon  further  directions,  and 
as  to  costs.  The  cargo  had  been  sold,  but  the  proceeds 
were  insufficient  to  meet  the  claims  of  all  parties. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  J.  V.  Prior,  for  the  Plain- 
tiff. 

Mr.  Rogers,  for  Simnis  and  his  assignee  Ernest 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Bevir,  for  Taylor. 

Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  Grill,  for  How,  the  captain,  cited 
Abbott  on  Shipping  (a). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  postponed  judgment 

The 
(o)  By  Shea,  p.  370. 
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The  Mabtbr  of  the  Rolls.  ^^^  ^ 

I  have  now  to  dispose  of  the  costs  of  this  suit ;  and,  v. 

upon  consideration  of  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  I  ^"""' 
am  of  opinion,  that  the  proper  mode  of  dealing  with  the  Monk  12. 
question  is,  to  direct  the  costs  to  be  paid,  in  the  first  in- 
stance, out  of  the  fund.  This  is  a  contest  between  two 
partners  in  a  joint  transaction,  and  a  mortgagee  of  the 
latter,  claiming  a  lien  on  the  fund.  It  is  a  common 
case,  and  therefore  the  costs  must  be  dealt  with  in  the 
ordinary  manner.  The  order  which  I  shall  make  will 
not  alter  the  rights  of  the  creditors,  as  against  the  two 
partners  or  the  solvent  partner,  to  compel  payment  of 
what  is  due  to  them  from  the  transaction  in  which  they 
were  jointly  interested.  I  must  deal  with  the  costs  ex- 
actly as  if  I  were  administering  the  fund  and  distri- 
buting it  among  the  several  parties  entitled,  according 
to  their  respective  priorities,  although,  in  fact,  the  fund 
is  insuflBcient  for  the  payment  of  the  various  claims 
upon  it.  The  costs  of  all  parties,  therefore,  properly 
incurred,  must  be  first  paid  out  of  the  fund,  and  the 
residue  must  be  divided  pro  raid  between  the  parties 
who  contributed  to  the  undertaking,  or  have  a  lien  upon 
it.  As  to  Taylor's  costs,  I  have  already  disposed  of 
the  question  as  to  that  part  of  the  costs  occasioned  by 
bis  claim  to  seven-eighths  of  the  gross  proceeds  of  the 
cargo,  and  I  see  no  principle  upon  which  I  can  order 
his  own  costs  of  suit  to  be  paid  out  of  the  fund,  but  I 
do  not  order  him  to  pay  any  additional  costs. 

As  to  Captain  How,  his  case  presents  more  difliculty. 
Can  it  be  said  that  he  was  an  unnecessary  party  to 
the  suit ;  he  had,  it  is  true,  given  an  inexcusable  notice 
to  the  trustees  of  the  docks  to  detain  the  cargo  till  the 
freight  was  paid  or  provided  for,  when,  in  fact,  there 
was  no  freight  to  be  paid,  the  ship  having  been  sent  out 

by 
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1856.  ^y  ^^^  owners  themselves ;  but  whether  he  knew  that  or 
not,  is  not  very  material^  because  it  was  not  a  claim  on 
his  own  behalf.  He  had,  however,  been  summoned  in 
the  Admiralty  Court  by  the  seamen  for  wages,  he  wished 
for  payment  of  what  was  due  to  them,  and  wrote  the 
letter  to  8imm$  to  that  effect,  and  insisted  on  a  Hen  to 
that  extent;  as  he  was  personally  liable  to  pay  the 
wages  of  the  seamen,  the  claim  contained  in  the  letter 
was  a  proper  one,  and  the  letter  itself  quite  excusable. 
In  that  state  of  things  he  was  made  a  Defendant  to  the 
suit,  and  it  is  very  difficult  to  say  what  course  he  ought 
to  have  taken.  If  be  had  put  in  a  disclaimer,  it  would 
have  been  used  against  him  to  shew  that  there  was  no- 
thing due  to  him,  he  was  justified,  therefore,  in  making 
a  claim:  then,  on  the  other  hand,  according  to  the 
Chief  Clerk's  certificate,  he  claimed  more  by  his  answer 
than  was  due  to  him,  but  I  do  not  think  this  sufficient 
to  deprive  him  of  his  costs. 

I  think  the  Plaintiff  had  sufficient  excuse  for  making 
him  a  party,  and  that,  being  made  a  party,  he  had  suffi- 
cient excuse  for  not  disclaiming,  and  therefore  he  must 
have  his  costs  out  of  the  fund. 
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HELE  i;.  Lord  BEXLEY. 

WHITFIELD  t;.  BOWYER.  ^:^f'  ^^' 

1855. 
WHITFIELD  V.  KNIGHT.  Ja«.l6,i7,i8. 

Feb.  16. 
rflHE  facto  relating  to  this  case  have  already  been  No  account  of 
-*■     stated  in  11  Beavan,  637  and  17  Beavan,  14,  and  J^^^j""** 

it  is  therefore  unnecessary  to  repeat  them  (a).  rected  agaimt 

a  mortgagor  in 
posaeation,  nor 

The  original  bill  in  Hele  v.  Lord  Bezley  was  filed  |gJJ{^'*„5J 

on  the  6th  of  Aprils  1829,  and  Sir  Oeorge  Bowyer^  being  against  a  pei^ 

out  of  the  jurisdiction,  process  was  prayed  against  him  ^der^hit*vo- 

when  he  should  come  within  it.     He  remained  abroad,  l«ntary  revo- 

.  ,  1  .      •         .  caole  deed. 

and  was  never  served  nor  appeared  lu  the  suit.  on  re-argu- 

ment, the 
Master  of  the 
After  the  hearing  of  the  exceptions,  (reported  in  17  Rolls  adhered 

JSeaoan,  14),  Whitfieldj  who  was  the  assignee  of  the  in  HtU  v. 
interest  of  HeU,  filed  a  supplemental  bill  against  Sir  ^jJtS'ftr 
George  Bowyer  and  twenty-seven  other  Defendantoi  Beav,  14. 
praying,  generally,  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  former  OefenSntis 
proceedings,  and  for  payment  of  what  was  due  to  him.  out  of  the  ju- 
Sir  George  Bowyer  was  served  with  this  bill  and  ap-  the  bill  prays 
peared ;  he  insisted  on  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  and  ^^^t.^^^"** 
that  he  ought  not  to  be  bound  by  the  proceedings  in  shall  come 

the  other  suito.  within  it,  the 

ujc  uMJci  Duiu.  operation  of 

lue  theSUtuteof 

Limitations  is 

suspended, 

(a)  It  is  necessary  to  add,  that  the  date  of  the  conveyance  from  Sir  ^^^g^  }j«  !»•• 

George  Bowytr  to  Rowe  (the  creditors'  deed),  referred  to  in  17  Beac.  i**^™'  ^^^ 

p.  15,  was  the  17th  of  January,  1815,  but  it  was  stated  to  have  been  "^^^^JJ?;^ 

executed  on  the  3rd  of  September,  1815.  appeared  — 

The  validity  of  the  Plaintiff's  annuity  was  estoUished  in  an  action  ^'^^  '^'^ 
of  HMinter  v.  Sir  George  Bowyer  {Eich.,  7th  May,  1850).    See  15 
Law  Tima,  281. 
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1854.  Tlie  original  suit  now  came  on  for  further  directionsy 

together  with  the  supplemental  cause. 


Helb 

V, 


Lord  Bbxlby.      Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Speed,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 
Wbitpibld 


V. 
BOWTER. 

Wbitpibld 

V, 

Kmioht. 


Mr.  Teed,  for  George  Bowyer. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer,  for  three  annuitants. 

Mr.  Lhyd  and  Mr.  Shapter,  for  another  annuitant. 

Mr.  Wickens,  for  Sir  George  Bowyer. 

Mr.  Criffard,  for  Bridger,  a  trustee. 

Mr.  Metcalfe,  for  Huntingford, 

Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  Goldemid,  for  Donovan. 
Mr.  Greene,  for  Fij'or. 

Mr.  Osborn,  for  Sturgis. 

Mr.  Roupell,  in  reply. 

The  authorities  referred  to  were  as  follows: — That 
**  a  judgment  is  at  law  no  lien  upon  a  legal  term  ;*' 
Forth  V.  Duke  of  Norfolk  (a). 

As  to  the  effect  of  the  owner  of  the  estate  being 
abroad,  and  of  process  being  prayed  when  he  should  come 
within  the  jurisdiction  ;  Browne  v.  Blount  {b);  The  King 
of  Spain  v.  Hullett  (c) ;  Kirwan  v.  Daniel  {d)  :  and  as 

to 


(a)  4  Madd.  503. 

{h)  2  Rim.  4-  Myl.  83. 

(c)  3  Sim.  338. 


(d)  7  Hon?,  347  ;  and  see 
Munox  V.  De  Tattet,  I  Beat. 
109,  n. 
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to  bow  far  the  former  proceedings  were  binding  on  Sir 
George  JBowyer,  Allen  ▼.  Papwarth  (a). 


1865. 


As  to  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  Lo^  Bixlet, 
Cappin   V.   Gray  (6) ;    Purcell  v.  Blennerhassett  (c) ;     Whitfield 
Forster  v.  Thompson  ((/). 


As  to  the  right  to  an  account  against  a  mortgagor  in 
possession,  and  his  agents,  Bemey  v.  Sewell  (e);  Parker 
▼.  Calcraft{f);  Chresley  v.  Adderley(g);  Thomas  v. 
Brigstocke  (A). 


V. 
BOWTBR. 

WntTPIBtD 
V. 

Knioht. 


As  to  costs,  Tipping  v.  Power  (i) ;  Tovey  v. (*). 

On  other  points,  Hiles  v.  Moore  {I);  Rhodes  v.  Buck- 
land  (m) ;  and  Palk  v.  Lord  Clinton  (n),  were  referred  to. 


The  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls. 

The  first  set  of  these  causes  comes  on  on  further 
directions,  and  the  two  others,  which  are  supplemental 
to  the  former,  on  the  original  hearing;  and  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  Court  to  pronounce  an  order  settling  the 
rights  of  the  parties. 

I  endeavoured  to  do  this,  to  a  great  extent,  when  the 
first  cause  came  before  me  on  exceptions  to  the  Master's 

report 


(a)  1  res.Kn.l63;  and  Bf//'s 
Supplement^  92 ;  and  Needier  v. 
DeebU,  1  Ch.  Ca.  299. 

(6)  1  r.*Co/^(C.C.)  206. 

(r)  3  Jones  ^  Lat,  24. 

(d)  4  Dru.  4-  War.  303. 

(e)  1  Jac.  4-  W.  650. 
(/)  6  Madd.  11. 

VOL.  XX. 


Feb.  16. 


ig)  1  Swamt.  573. 
(A)  4  Run.  64. 
(i)  1  Hare,  405. 
(fc)  SImoJ.  (O.S.)  CA.46. 
(/)  15  Bern.  175. 
(m)  15  Beav,  213,  n. 
(n)  12  Ve$.  48. 
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1855. 
Hnm 

9, 

Lord  Bkzlkt. 
Wbitfibld 

Bowm. 
Wbivfikld 

V. 
KVIOBT. 


report,  two yeanigo,  when  I  disposed  of  AeezceptioDS 
and  stated  the  view  I  took  of  tbe  r^ht  of  the  parties  at 
that  time. 

Tbe  Plaintiff  in  Whitfield  ▼.  Bawyer  is  the  assignee 
of  the  interest  of  the  original  Plauotiff  {Hek)^  and  he 
has  filed  tbe  sopplemental  bill,  which  is  now  brought  to 
a  bearing,  seeking  the  benefit  of  the  proceedings  in  the 
prior  cause  of  Hele  ▼.  Lord  Bexley.  By  this  means 
and  in  this  course  of  proceeding,  the  Plaintiff  claims  to 
be  entitled  to  whatever  the  Plaintiff  J9«2e  oooM  have 
obtained  in  the  prior  causes,  and  to  that  he  appears  to 
me  to  be  entitled,  subject,  however,  to  a  question  which 
is  raised  by  Sir  George  JBowjfer,  as  to  the  extent,  to 
which,  if  at  all,  he  is  boand  by  the  prior  proceedings, 
to  which  he  contends  that  he  was  no  party. 

The  Plaintiff  Whitfield  raises,  again,  several  of  the 
questions  which  were  discussed  on  the  exceptions  against 
the  late  Defendant  Alexander  Donovan^  and  his  repre- 
sentatives, and  I  have  reconsidered  these  questions  on 
the  present  occasion,  in  conjunction  with  the  remarks 
which  have  been  made  to  me  respecting  them.  The 
questions  relate  to  the  rights  of  Alexander  Donovan^ 
and  to  the  extent  to  which  he  is  bound  to  account  to 
the  Plaintiff  for  the  sums  received  by  him  out  of  Sir 
George  JBowger*s  estates. 

I  do  not  propose  to  state  again  the  complicated  facts 
of  this  case,  which  I  have  already  done  in  a  judgment 
I  pronounced  on  this  subject,  in  April,  1853,  for  tbe 
purpose  of  explaining  the  view  I  then  took,  and  I  ab- 
stain from  doing  so,  the  rather  because  tlie  original 
causes  are  reported  as  they  came  on  before  Lord  Lang- 
dale,  in  the  11th  volume  of  Mr.  Beavan^s  Reports  (a), 

and 
(a)  Page  537. 
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and  before  me,  in  the  17th  ▼o]nine(a)  of  that  series,  a        1865. 
reference  to  which  will  be  sufficient  to  explain   my      ^^"v-^ 
▼lews  on  the  present  occasion.  „^ 

Lord  Bbxlbt. 
Whitpibld 


The  questions  raised  relate  to  two  estates  of  Sir 
George  Bowyer^  the  RadUy  Estate  and  the  Sunning- 
well  Estate.  The  Plaintiff  seeks  to  make  the  estate  of 
Alexander  Donovan  liable  for  what  it  shall  appear  that 
he  has  received  from  these  estates,  and  to  charge  him 
as  having  no  lien  either  on  the  Radley  Estate  or  on  the 
Sunningwell  Estate,  and  as  having  received  from  the 
latter  estate  more  than  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  remain- 
ing judgment,  which,  it  is  contended,  was  the  only 
subsisting  claim  which  Alexander  Donovan  had  against 
Sir  George  Bowyer.  I  have  carefully  reconsidered  the 
subject,  and,  as  might  have  been  expected,  I  have  come 
to  the  same  conclusion  now  that  I  did  in  Aprils  1853. 
So  far  as  regards  the  Radley  Estate,  no  fresh  facts,  and, 
as  I  believe,  no  fresh  arguments  have  been  adduced  to 
me  to  vary  my  opinion,  and  I  accordingly  refer  to  my 
published  judgment,  as  expressing  the  view  I  then  took 
and  now  take  of  that  subject. 


BOWTEK. 

Wbitpibld 

V. 

KmoBT. 


So  far  as  regards  the  Sunningwell  Estate,  the  matter 
has  been  gone  into  much  more  fully,  and  has  been  re- 
argued before  me  with  much  ability  on  both  sides,  with 
however  the  same  result,  so  far  as  regards  the  opinion 
which  I  have  formed.  The  short  view  of  the  case,  as 
I  regard  it,  is,  that  Donovan  was  an  annuity  creditor  of 
Sir  George  Bowyer^s  for  333Z.,  and  Sir  George  Bowyer 
was  the  beneficial  owner  of  the  Sunningwell  Estate, 
which  was  held  for  the  residue  of  a  term  of  1,000  years. 
This  term  had  been  assigned,  in  1824,  to  Rowe,  in  a 
manner  and  upon  trusts  which,  in  my  opinion,  made  it 

a  mere 
(a)  Page  14. 

k2 
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1866.       a  mere  voluntary  trust  for  the  benefit  of  Sir  Oeorge 

^•^^"^^      JBowyeTf  which  trusts  he  might  have  revoked  at  any 

9^  time,  and  which  estate  he  might  have  taken  possession 

Lord  BsxLET.  of,  if  and  when  he  had  so  pleased.    Rowe  assigned  this 

Whitpield    ^^^  ^  Donovan,  who  entered  into  possession  of  the 

BowYBR.      estate,  and  received  the  rents  and  proceeds  arising  from 

Whitpibld    \i^     Hig  possession,  in  my  opinion,  was  merely  the  pos- 

Kmigbt.      session  of  Sir  Oeorge  Bowyer.     Alexander  Donovan 

received  the  rents,  and  applied  them  in  payment  of  the 

arrears  and  growing  payment  of  the  annuity  of  3332., 

due  to  him. 

I  have  not  now  to  consider  what  rights,  duties  and 
obligations  might  exist  or  be  enforced  as  between  Sir 
George  Bowyer  and  Alexander  Donovan^  or  how  far  the 
retention,  by  the  latter,  of  these  rents,  to  pay  his  own 
annuity,  veas  justifiable,  as  against  Sir  George  Bowyer, 
no  such  case  is  raised  before  me. 

The  case  which  is  raised  is  this : — that  the  PlaintifiT, 
being  an  incumbrancer  on  these  estates,  seeks  to  make 
Alexander  Donovan  account  for  all  these  rents  so  re- 
ceived by  him,  or  that  if  he  is  to  be  allowed  to  retain 
any  portion  of  them,  it  can  only  be  so  much  as  will  be 
sufficient  to  discharge  the  amount  of  the  judgment 
obtained  by  him  to  secure  this  annuity,  and  having  so 
done,  to  make  him  account  for  and  pay  over  the  balance. 
This  would,  in  my  opinion,  be  taking  an  account  against 
Sir  George  Bowyer,  the  mortgagor,  of  the  by-gone  rents 
of  his  estate,  a  proceeding  which  this  Court  does  not 
sanction. 

I  am  referred  to  many  cases  (Bemey  v.  Sewell^a); 
Parker  v.  Calcraft^b);  Gresley  v.  Adderley{c);  Tho- 
mas V.  Brigstocke  (d) ),  all  of  which  concur  in  confirming . 

this 

(a)  1  Joe.  4  W.  050.  (c)  1  Stoantt.  573. 

(b)  6  Madd.  11.  {d)  4  Rm.  64. 
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this  view  of  the  case.  Donovan^  according  to  the  opi-  1856. 
nion  I  expressed  in  1863,  was  not  in  possession  of  5un-  "^^^^/^^ 
ningwell  as  a  judgment  creditor,  or  as  an  incumbrancer,  ^^ 

neither  was  he  in  possession  as  a  trespasser.  He  was  Lord  Bexlbt. 
in  possession  only  as  the  agent  for  Sir  George  Bowyer, 
or  as  a  trustee  for  him,  and  his  possession  was,  in  my 
opinion,  the  possession  of  Sir  George  Bovsyer.  Between 
these  two  persons,  as  I  have  already  stated,  no  question 
of  set-off  now  arises  before  me. 


Whitfield 

V. 
BOWTER. 

Whitfield 
Kmioht. 


The  Plaintiff  Whitfield  says,  that  Donovan  was  in 
possession  under  a  trust  deed  executed  to  Rowe,  and 
that  he  has  disregarded  these  trusts,  and  must  be  made 
answerable  accordingly.  But  the  Plaintiff  himself  re- 
pudiates these  trusts,  and  contends  that  they  are  inope- 
rative and  unavailing  as  against  him.  In  truth,  the 
deed  was  a  mere  voluntary  deed,  to  which  none  of  the 
cestuis  que  trust  or  any  creditors  of  Sir  George  Bowyer 
were  parties,  and  he  alone,  if  any  one,  could  insist  upon 
the  performance  of  these  trusts. 

I  concur  in  the  observations  I  made,  as  reported  by 
Mr.  Beavan  (a),  and  I  again  ask,  why  was  BoTiovan 
allowed  to  remain  in  possession  of  the  rents,  and  why 
was  not  the  appointment  of  a  Receiver  obtained?  If 
the  answer  be,  that  a  Receiver  was  applied  for  and  re- 
fused, that  is  merely  saying  that  the  point  raised  by  the 
Plaintiff  was  decided  against  him,  on  that  occasion. 


It  is,  in  truth,  contended  by  the  counsel  for  Alexander 
Bonovan^s  executors,  with  much  force,  that  the  question 
is  not  now  open  to  the  Plaintiff.  The  facts  now  ap- 
pearing are  all  stated  by  Alexander  Bonovan,  in  his 
answer  to  the  original  suit ;  the  question  was  argued 

before 
(a)  In  17  Beov.  33  and  34. 
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before  Lord  Langdak,  in  184d.  The  original  bill  had 
not  raised  this  case,  but  it  bad  been  raised  by  the  sup- 
plemental bill|  and  this  additional  relief,  which  had  not 
been  prayed  by  the  original  bill,  was  held  by  Lord 
Langdale  not  to  be  maintainable  as  against  him,  and 
accordingly  he  dismissed  the  supplemental  bill,  as 
against  Donovan^  as  to  all  the  relief  which  was  prayed 
for  by  it,  and  was  not  prayed  for  by  the  original  bill. 


I  think  it  unnecessary  to  go  at  greater  length  into 
this  question.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  account  must 
be  taken  as  against  Donovan's  representatives,  in  the 
manner  I  stated  on  the  hearing  of  the  exceptions  in 
1863.  I  am  told  that  the  Master's  report  rs  confirmed 
absolutely,  if  so,  I  must  make  an  order  discharging  the 
order  of  confirmation,  inasmuch  as  I  allowed  some  of 
the  exceptions,  and  with  regard  to  others,  directed  that 
they  should  neither  be  allowed  nor  disallowed,  in  order 
that  I  might  deal  with  them  and  with  the  whole  ques- 
tion on  further,  directions. 

The  remaining  question  which  has  to  be  considered 
is,  the  point  raised  by  Sir  Oeorge  Bowyer^  who  claims 
the  benefit  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  He  was 
abroad  when  the  original  bill  was  filed ;  the  bill  prayed 
subposna  against  him  when  he  came  within  the  juris- 
diction, and  he  never  was  served  with  snbpcBna,  or 
appeared  in  that  cause  or  the  causes  connected  with  it. 
He  has  now  been  served,  and  appears  for  the  first  time 
in  1863,  in  the  cause  of  Whitfield  v.  Bowyer,  and  takes 
the  objection  I  have  stated. 


In  favour  of  the  objection  it  is  urged,  that  Browne 
V.  Blount  (a) ;  The  King  of  Spain  v.  Hullett  {b) ;  and 

Kirtoan 
(a)  2  Ruu,  i  MyL  83.  (6)  3  5tffi.  338. 
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KiruHm  t.  Daniel  (a),  all  esteblkh  ibe  proposition,  that  lg56. 
a  person  against  whom  process  is  prayed,  only  as  and  ^<^n^^^ 
when  he  cooaes  within  the  jurisdiction,  is  no  party  to  the  „, 

cause,  and  that  being  no  party,  it  is  contended,  that  the  ^^  Bexlbt 
operation  of  the  statute  is  not  suspended  by  reason  of 
the  suit 


On  the  other  hand,  I  am  referred  to  the  cases  of 
Coppin  V.  Gray  (6) ;  Purcell  v.  Blennerhassett  (c) ;  For- 
ster  V.  Thompson  (£/)»  which  seem  to  me  to  establish,  that 
in  such  cases  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
is  suspended.  And  this  appears  to  me  to  be  the  rational 
course  of  proceeding,  and  to  be  consistent  with  the  cases 
cited  on  behalf  of  Sir  George  Bowyer.  In  truth,  these 
cases  only  establish,  that  the  Defendant  against  whom 
process  is  prayed  when  he  shall  come  within  the  juris- 
diction, is  not  such  a  party  as  that  active  relief  can  be, 
without  appearance,  enforced  against  him  personally, 
and  that  when  this  is  necessary  to  work  out  the  equities 
between  the  remaining  parties  to  the  suit,  the  suit  is 
defective  till  he  appears,  or  is  put  in  such  a  situation 
that  the  orders  of  the  Court  can  be  enforced  against 
him. 


Whitviblo 

V. 
BOWYBK. 

Whitfield 
KmaBT. 


It  would  create  and  give  facilities  for  frauds  of  many 
gross  kinds,  if  a  man,  by  keeping  out  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Court,  could  prevent  the  statute  from  run- 
ning against  him,  but,  at  the  same  time,  could  claim  the 
benefit  of  the  statute  against  his  creditors,  who  had 
taken  every  means  in  their  power,  by  legal  proceedings, 
to  compel  him  to  appear,  and  to  obtain  payment  from 
him  of  the  amounts  due  to  them.  I  am  of  opinion, 
therefore,  that  the  objection  fails. 

With 


(fl)  7  Harg,  347. 

(b)  1  r.  i  CoU,  (C.  C.)  205. 


(c)  3  Jone$  i  Lot.  24. 
{d)  4  Dru.^  IFar.  303. 
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1855.  With  respect  to  the  decree,  it  may  be  convenient  that 

'-^""*^      counsel  should  go  through  the  minutes  and  settle  them 
,,,  now,  after  the  observations  which  will,  I  think,  dispose 

Lord  Bbxlbt.  ^f  thg  points  argued  by  them. 
Whitfield 

V, 

BowTBR.  With  regard  to  the  annuitants,  for  whom  Mr.  R. 

Whitfield    Palmer  and  Mr.  Lloyd  appeared,  who  neither  claim  the 

Kniobt.      benefit  of  the  suit,  nor  disclaim  any  interest  in  it,  I  am 

of  opinion  that  the  suit  must  be  dismissed  as  against 

them  without  costs. 


Note. — The  case  was  subsequently,  on  the  26th  of  Fehmary^  1855, 
and  26th  of  May^  1855,  discuned  on  the  terms  of  the  minutes.  An 
appeal,  as  to  part  of  the  decree,  is  pending. 


March  10. 

A  stock  legacy, 
bequeathed  to 
several  in  sue* 
cession,  was 
appropriated 
by  the  exe- 
cutors, and 
the  residue 
paid  over. 
In  a  suit  be- 
tween the  re- 
mainderman 
and  the  exe- 
cutors alone, 
the  legacy  was 
transferred 
into  Court, 
and  the  costs  of 


RICHARDSON  v.  RUSBRIDGER. 

TN  the  case  of* the  Governesses'  Benevolent  Institution 
V.  Musbridger  (a),  the  executors  and  trustees  alone 
were  parties,  and  Mrs.  Richardson^  the  tenant  for  life  of 
the  12,000/.,  now  alleged  that  she  had  no  notice  of  the 
proceedings  in  that  suit. 

Under  the  decree,  a  sum  of  96Z.  Consols  (part  of  the 

legacy  of  12,000/.  Consols,  bequeathed  to  Mrs.  Richard^ 

son  for  life),  was  sold  out  and  applied  in  payment  of  the 

costs  of  that  suit. 

Mre. 
(a)  18  Beao.  467. 


suit  were  paid 

thereout.   The 

tenant  for  life  afterwards  filed  a  claim  to  have  the  amount  of  costs  recouped  out  of  the 

residue.    It  was  dismissed  with  costs. 
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Mrs.  Richardson  now  61ed  a  claim  against  the  ex- 
ecutors and  her  husband  alone,  alleging,  contrary  to  the 
fact,  that  at  the  time  of  the  institution  of  the  former 
suit,  her  legacy  had  not  been  appropriated,  and  claim-   Ru^bridobe, 
ing  to  have  the  96/.  replaced  out  of  the  residuary  estate. 

Mr.  W.  H.  Clarke,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Sdwyn,  cantri. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls  dismissed  the  claim  with 
costs,  to  be  paid  by  the  Plaintiff's  next  friend. 


WATSON  V.  CLEAVER. 

Feb.  9, 13. 

ONE  of  the  questions  in  this  suit  was,  when  the  Seven  months 
Defendant,  Elizabeth  Cleaver,  became  a  partner  iJ^LnlrV^ 
in  a  firm.   The  Plaintiff  alleged  it  to  have  been  in  June,  decree,  the 
1847,  but  Elizabeth  Cteaver,  by  her  answer  (filed  in  gi^en  material 
March,  1853),  insisted  on  its  being  in  February,  1848),  ""^^^^^^^^ 

when  the  dissolution  of  the  prior  firm  was  gazetted.         On  the  appli-* 

cation  of  tne 
PlaintifT,  nine 
In  July,  1854,  notice  of  motion  for  a  decree  was  days  after- 
given,  but  the  cause  had  not  been  heard,  though  it  was  Court'gaT^e 

now  in  the  paper.     In  the  mean  time,  the  Defendant  ^f*^*,HlV^  , 

the  additional 
had  made  an  affidavit  in  another  suit  of  Watson  ▼.  CoU  evidence, 

Chester,  and  on  the  31st  of  January,  1854,  she  had  been  *^*'"«*»  *^* 
'  ^'  '  cause  was  ra 

cross-examined  thereon,  and  had  made,  as  was  alleged,  the  paper,  hut 
material  statements  as  to  the  date  of  her  becoming  a  ^^ndant'to 
partner.  explain  it 

Mr.  jR.  Palmer  and  Mn  Hemming,  now  moved,  under 

the 
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the  26tb  order  of  7tb  ofAtiffMst,  1862  (a),  for  leave  to 
use  the  affidavit  and  cross-examiDation  in  the  present 
suit.     Richards  v.  Curlewis(b)  was  referred  to. 

Mr.  Greene,  amird. 

Mr.  Roxburgh,  for  two  Defendants. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.    I  should  like  to  consider 
this  case. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Feb.  13.  This  was  an  application  made  to  me,  when  the  caase 

was  in  the  paper,  to  allow  the  examination  of  the 
Defendant,  taken  in  another  cause,  in  another  branch 
of  the  Court,  to  be  used  in  this  suit  I  have  had  con- 
siderable doubt  and  hesitation  as  to  what  I  ought  to  do. 
There  has  been  no  delay,  because  the  examination  only 
took  place  on  the  31st  of  January,  and  as  it  is  de- 
sirable that  the  Court  should  have  before  it  all  the 
means  of  coming  to  a  correct  conclusion,  I  think  I  must 
allow  the  evidence  to  be  used ;  but  I  roust  guard  against 
any  misapprehension  which  may  arise'  on  the  subject, 
by  giving  leave  to  the  Defendant  to  file  affidavits  in 
explanation,  subject  to  the  right  of  cross-examination. 

I  was  informed  that  there  was  other  evidence  given 
in  the  other  cause,  which  would  affect  the  Plaintiff  in 
this,  and  I  think  that  ought  to  be  used,  subject  to  the 
same  restriction.  • 


The  cause  must  stand  over  for  a  limited  time. 
(a)  Ord.  C0II.468.  (6)  18  Beoo.  462. 

NoTB.— The  cause  was  heard  on  the  24th  of  Aprils  1855,  when  the 
aflSdavit  and  croes-ezamination  thereon  were  read. 
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JAMES  HALL  v.  JOHN  HALL. 
JOHN  HALL  V.  JAMES  HALL^a.)  Feb.  28. 

Mitreh  5« 

IN  1848,  John  Hall,  who  for  thirty  years  had  carried  Claim  of  re- 
tiring  partntr 
on  the  trade  of  a  brewer,  agreed  to  take  his  rela-  to  a  ibare  in 

tivc,  James  Hall,  into  partnership  with  him.  |J^  I^^wiU 

of  the  bcuineti 

By  indenture,  dated  the  20th  of  March,  1848,  they  ^^J^o^rnoM 

coTenanted  to  be  partners  for  twenty-one  years,  deter-  entered  into 

minable  as  after  mentioned.  twenty-one 

years,  but  in 
consequence  of 
By  the  29th  Article  it  was  stipulated,  that  in  case  disagreemento 

either  of  the  partners  should  die  before  the  expiration  ^l^^limutea 

of  the  term  of  the  partnership,  then  the  surviving  part-  ensued.    The 

ner  was  to  have  the  option  of  taking  the  share  of  the  ^  dissolved 

deceased  partner  "  of  and  in  the  property,  credits  and  ^y  decree,  one 

fl»  /.    .  .1  ....  1       .  T*       consenting  to 

effects  of  the  said  partnership,    at  a  valuation.    But  retire  and  the 

in  case  the  surviving  partner  declined  to  purchase,  a?'*'t^J*^j 
"  the  property  and  effects''  of  the  partnership  were  to  effects  at  a 
be  collected  in  or  converted  into  money  and  divided.        Held^'Siat  the 

retiring  part- 
By  the  30th   Article,    if  either  of  the   copartners  entitled  to  any 
should,  during  the  continuance  of  the  copartnership,  jJlowance  for 
be  desirous  of  retiring  from  and  disposing  of  his  share  the  goodwill, 
and  interest  in  the  partnership,  he  was  to  be  at  liberty  ^iJ™^]^®"^- 
to  do  so,  upon  giving  twelve  calendar  months'  notice  in  the  partnership 
writing;  and  in  such  case,  the  other  was  to  have  the  tuchanallow- 
option  of  purchasing  "  the  share"  of  the  retiring  part-  ance  on  a  di»- 
oer.      But  if  he  should  not  elect  ''to  purchase  the  death  or  by  the 

share,"  the  "  stock  and  effects"  were  to  be  sold,  and  'f '^^nlJ'L 
'  '  one  partner  by 

the  notice  during 
(a)  S.  C.  12  Beav.  414;  3  Afocii.  ^  O.  79.  *^«  *«™- 
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the  partnership  afiairs  wound  up.  l(  James  Hall  gaye 
notice  to  retire,  he  was  to  execute  a  bond  to  John  HaU, 
conditioned  for  the  payment  of  5|000/.,  not  to  embark 
in  any  of  the  businesses  within  thirty  miles  for  twenty 
years. 

The  partnership  was  carried  on,  but  disputes  and  dis- 
agreements occurred,  which  at  length  arrived  to  such 
a  pitch,  that  in  November,  1849,  John  absolutely  ex- 
cluded James  from  the  partnership  business. 

In  this  state  of  things,  James  HaU  filed  his  bill 
against  John  HaU,  praying  that  the  articles  of  partner^ 
ship  might  be  performed. 

John  Hall  filed  a  cross  bill,  praying  a  dissolution, 
and  that  the  affairs  might  be  wound  up. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  two  causes,  in  August,  1861, 
a  decree  was  made,  at  the  suggestion  of  the  Court, 
whereby,  James  consenting  to  retire  from  the  partner- 
ship, and  John  ''  consenting  to  take  to  the  stock  in 
trade  and  effects  of  the  said  partnership/'  as  continuing 
partner,  at  a  valuation,  it  was  ordered,  that  John  should 
be  charged  with  the  amount  of  such  valuation.  And  it 
was  declared,  that  the  partnership  should  be  dissolved 
from  the  date  of  the  decree,  and  it  was  referred  to  the 
Master  to  take  the  partnership  accounts,  and  to  inquire 
**  whether  James  Hall  was  entitled  to  any  and  what 
compensation,  in  respect  of  such  dissolution." 

The  matter  was  afterwards  transferred  into  chambers, 
when  James  Hall  claimed  the  sum  of  1,200/.  as  com- 
pensation, being  two  years'  purchase  of  the  interest 
formerly  held  by  him  in  the  said  copartnership,  at  the 
rate  of  600/.  per  annum,  being  the  estimated  amount  of 

profits 
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profits  realized  by  the  copartnership,  while  the  same 
existed. 

The  Chief  Clerk,  on  the  30th  o{  January,  1866,  cer- 
tified, that  James  Hall  was  not  entitled  to  any  compen- 
sation in  respect  of  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership. 
This  finding  was  contested,  and  the  matter  came  on  for 
argument. 

Mr.  Fooks,  for  James  HaU.  The  dissolution  was 
brought  about  by  the  violence  and  misconduct  of  John 
Hall;  and  he,  having  thus  retained  the  partnership  busi- 
ness, must  account  to  James  for  his  share  in  the  good- 
will of  the  business,  as  part  of  the  partnership  property. 
This  is  not  over  estimated  at  two  years'  purchase. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  W.  H.  Clarke,  for  John  Hall, 
argued,  that  the  Plaintifi*  had  obtained  a  share  of  the 
business  by  misrepresentation,  and  had  caused  its  dis- 
solution by  his  misconduct  and  mismanagement,  and 
that  the  acts  of  John  were  justifiable.  They  contended, 
also,  that  the  terms  of  the  articles  and  of  the  decree, 
precluded  any  right  to  or  allowance  for  the  goodwill 
of  the  business. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


The  M  ASTBB  of  the  Rolls.  March  5. 

In  this  case,  the  opinion  which  1  have  come  to  upon 
the  question  of  compensation  for  goodwill  is,  that  the 
question  is  in  fact  concluded  by  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract and  the  partnership  articles. 

The  29tb  and  the  30th  clauses  of  the  partnership 

articles 
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1855,  aiitcleB  provide  for  what  is  to  take  place  either  od  the 
dissolution,  by  the  death  of  one  of  the  partners,  or  by 
notice ;  and  although  they  regulate  how  the  partnership 
property  is  to  be  valued  to  the  surviving  or  remaining 
partner,  they  in  no  way  specify  that  any  compensation 
is  to  be  made  for  the  goodwill.  It  is  clear  that  if  one  of 
the  partners  had  gone  out  upon  twelve  months'  notice, 
he  would  not  have  been  entitled  to  anything  for  his  share 
of  the  goodwill.  By  arrangement  between  them,  they 
might  have  waived  notice  altogether,  and  I  am  of  opi- 
nion that  this,  in  fact,  is  the  effect  of  the  course  that  has 
been  adopted  by  them. 

I  am  satisfied  that  this  view  which  I  have  taken  of 
the  right  to  compensation  is  the  best  for  both  parties ; 
for  even  if  I  adopted  the  view  that  James  was  entitled 
to  compensation,  I  should  not  be  satisfied  with  the  mode 
in  which  he  has  attempted  to  prove  it,  or  the  amount 
which  he  has  demanded,  and  I  should  be  obliged  to 
send  the  matter  back  to  chambers,  to  enable  me  to 
arrive  at  the  amount  of  compensation  on  some  more 
satisfactory  principle  than  that  which  has  been  sug- 
gested. This  would  require  very  careful  investigation, 
occupy  considerable  time,  and  entail  a  great  addi- 
tional expense  to  the  parties.  I  am  satisfied,  therefore, 
that  the  view  which  I  take  of  this  case  is  not  only  the 
right  one,  but  that  which  is  most  beneficial  to  the 
parties  themselves. 

The  result  is,  that  I  shall  affirm  the  certificate,  but 
give  no  costs  on  either  side. 
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In  re  FLUKER. 

March  27. 

MR.  FLUKER  acted  as  the  solicitor  of  the  infant  A.,  the  next 
Plaintiffs,  in  a  cause  of  Timms  v.  WaUon,  in  £XV  wit, 

which  Taylor  was  their  next  friend.  employed  B. 

ae  solicitor 
therein  and  in 
By  the  decree  on  further  directions,  made  by  Vice-  ^^^^  matters. 
__•'„_  ,     «,         ^  MM        -.«.-**     1  An  order  was 

Chancellor  Stuart,  on  the  Slst  of  Jaay,  1853,  the  costs  made,  in  the 

of  all  parties  in  that  suit  were  ordered  to  be  taxed,  as  JJJ^^f^^  ^^^ 

between  solicitor  and  client,  and  paid  out  of  the  fund  payment  to  B. 

in  Court ;  the  Plaintiffs'  costs  to  be  paid  to  Mr.  Fluker,  "JJ"  ^^^ 

their  solicitor.  this  had  been 

done.  A,  ob- 
tained, es 

On  the  16th  o{  February,  1866,  an  order  was  made  ^'J^^  ®'^*' 
to  change  the  Plaintiffs'  solicitor,  and  on  the  2nd  of  bill  in  all  the 
March,  1865,  Taylor  obtained  an  order  of  course,  for  "Si^],e"had 
the  delivery  by  Fluker  of  ''  a  bill  of  fees  and  disburse-  been  emploved 
ments,  in  all  suits,  causes  and  other  matters  of  business  ^^t  the  order' 
in  which  he  had  been  employed  as  the  attorney  or  soli-  ^^  regular. 
citor  for  the  Petitioner"  {Taylor),  and  for  its  taxation, 
&c.,  in  the  usual  form.  The  petition,  on  which  the  order 
was  obtained,  stated  the  employment  of  Fluker  by 
Taylor,  in  the  suit  of  Timms  v.  Watson,  **  and  in  other 
matters,"  and  that  the  Petitioner  was  desirous  of  obtain- 
ing the  papers  in  the  possession  of  Fluker,  which,  it 
alleged,  he  had  refused  to  deliver  until  payment  of  his 
bill  of  costs. 


The  costs  of  Fluker  in  Timms  v.  Watson,  had  not  yet 
been  taxed  or  paid. 

A  motion  was  now  made  on  behalf  of  Fluker,  to  dis- 
chaige  the  ex  parte  order  to  tax. 

Mr. 
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1856.  Mr.  Rcmpell  and  Mr.  J,  H.  Taylor^  in  support  of  the 

motion,  argaed,  that  there  had  been  a  suppression,  on 
the  part  of  the  Petitioner,  of  a  material  fact,  namely, 
the  existing  order  for  taxation  of  the  costs  in  the  suit, 
and  that  this  suppression  invalidated  the  ^x/xir^e order; 
In  re  Walker  {a) ;  Re  Winterbottam  (b).  Secondly,  that 
the  order  ought  to  have  been  limited  to  such  costs  as 
had  not  already  been  ordered  to  be  taxed,  otherwise 
there  would  be  two  conflicting  orders  to  tax. 

Mr.  i2«  Palmer  and  Mr.  Amphlett,  caniri,  were  not 
heard. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  cannot  accede  to  this  motion.  It  would  work  injus- 
tice in  many  cases,  if  it  were  held  that  a  client  cannot 
obtain  an  order  of  course  to  tax  his  solicitor's  bill,  if 
any  of  the  items  happen  to  be  included  in  an  existing 
order  to  tax  in  a  suit 

What  would  be  the  result?  How  is  the  client  to  get 
his  papers?  There  may  be  additional  costs  not  included 
in  the  decree,  and  is  the  client  to  wait  until  all  the  costs 
have  been  taxed  in  the  suit?  Mr.  Fluker  is  no  longer 
the  solicitor  in  the  cause,  and  cannot  prosecute  the  de- 
cree himself,  except  by  a  special  application ;  it  must  be 
done  by  the  existing  solicitor,  although  Mr.  Fluker  will 
be  entitled  to  the  amount  of  the  Piaintiff^'s  costs  when 
ascertained. 

There  may  be  considerable  inconvenience  in  having 
two  bills  of  costs  and  two  orders  to  tax,  and  I  strongly 
advise  the  parties  to  come  to  some  arrangement  to 
obviate  it.  I  must,  however,  refuse  the  motion  with 
costs. 

(a)  14  Bern.  227.  (6)  15  Beao.  80. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  145 

186& 


COX  V.  TOOLE. 

Jan.  28,  29. 
TN  this  case  there  was  an  agreement  for  a  mortgage  An  equitable 
A    oflea8ehold8for270t  T^v!^ 

titled  to  a 
Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Surrage,  for  the  equitable  mort-  ^nd  not  to  a 
gagee^  asked  for  the  asual  decree,  ■•l*- 

Mr.  Lindley,  contra^  argued,  that  the  notice  to  pay 
at  the  end  of  six  months  had  been  waived. 


The  Master  of  the  Roixs  resenred  judgment 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  I  have  read  the  evidence,      ja,|.  29. 
and  am  of  opinion  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  usual 
decree. 

Mr.  Roupell  asked  for  a  sale. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  No  ;  I  think  on  an  equit- 
able mortgage,  the  mortgagee  is  only  entitled  to  a  fore- 
closure, except  by  consent. 


NoTB.— As  to  the  Conrt'i  discretion,  aee  15  &  16  Vkt.  c.  86,  t.  48, 
and  see  Jonei  y.  Btuley,  17  Beoo.  582. 
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In  T€  BEVAN. 

Ttbnury  8. 

Corttofa  A    SOLICITOR  had  charged  10/.  10«.  for  a  joarney 

jouroeyto  r\     ^     -r^     ,  i-i  /.ii  • 

Para  to  ob-  *<^  Faru^  to  obtain  the  execution  of  a  deed,  and 

uintheese-     15/,   13,,  grf.  for  his  expenses.     The  Taxing  Master 

cution  of  a  . 

deed  dia-  allowed   10/.,  as  the  expense  which  would  have  been 

yond^e  »-     incurred  in  obtaining  the  execution  in  Paru^  through 

penae  of  doing  an  agent 

It  throagh  an 

agent 

Mr.  i2.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Fowler^  moved  to  review 
the  taxation.  They  relied,  first,  on  the  urgency  of  the 
case,  the  settlement  of  the  matter  having  been  com- 
pleted on  the  11th  of  Aprils  when  the  24th  was  the  last 
day  on  which  it  could  have  been  effected.  Secondly, 
that  on  another  occasion,  the  expenses  of  a  journey  to 
PariSf  by  the  express  desire  of  the  client,  had  been 
allowed  on  taxation,  and  that  the  client,  though  he  had 
given  no  express  directions,  in  the  present  instance,  had 
afterwards  sanctioned  it. 

Mr.  Cairns,  contra,  was  not  heard. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  Master  has  come  to  a  right  conclusion.  It  is 
obvious,  on  the  evidence,  that  it  was  not  necessary  to 
take  this  journey,  and  it  stands  on  a  totally  different 
footing  from  the  other  journey,  which  was  undertaken 
by  the  express  desire  of  the  client.  The  recognition 
amounts  to  this : — "  I  ought  to  pay  in  consequence  of 
the  advantage  I  have  obtained  from  it."    It  is  not  a 

promise 
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promise  or  wish  to  pay^  whether  he  was  liable  or  not, 
in  the  same  way  as  if  he  had  origiually  directed  the 
journey  to  be  taken. 

The  motion  must  be  refused. 


COARD  V.  HOLDERNESS. 

March  3, 5. 
TAZARUa  HOLDERNESS,  by  his  will,  dated  The  testator 
in  February^  1861,  appointed  his  son  Henry  Hoi-  £|]^*eflecu*" 
derness,    C.   W,  Coard  and    P.  A,  Coard,   executors  and  property, 
thereof,  and  bequeathed  four  legacies,  and  then  pro*  m,^  where- 
ceeded  thus: — "And,  subject  to  the  said  four  legacies,  «>e^«r,"  which 
/  give,  bequeath  and  dispose  of  all  estate,  effects  and  might  be  pot- 
property,  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  which  I  am  now  "^^lljudt  «to 
or  shall  at  the  time  of  my  decease  be  possessed  of  or  his  three  exe- 
entitled  to,  at  law  or  in  equity,  or  over  which  I  have  executorsand 
any  right  or  power  of  disposition,  unto  my  son  Henry  adminiitrar- 
Holderness  and  C  W,  Coard  and  P.  A.  Coard,  their  trust  to  staud 
executors  and  adminvstrators,  upon  trust  to  stand  pes-  po**®"*^ 
sessed  thereof,  and  of  the  proceeds  thereof,  upon  the  the  proceeds 
trusts  following,  that  is  to  say : — I  direct  the  same  to  ceru^^rustt 
be  divided  into  five  equal  parts  or  shares,  and,  as  to  for  children 
one  of  such  equal  fifth  parts  or  shares,  upon  trust  to  childr^.  * 

pay  the  income  thereof,  accruing  from  my  decease,  to  Held,  that  this, 
.,  ^  \r^  ^,,  1     .        ,.     hy  itself,  would 

my  eldest  son  Lazarus  George  Holderness,  durmg  his  pass  real  es- 

life ;  and  from  and  after  his  decease,  upon  trust,  as  to  Jf **»  ^kieau^^ 

the  expressions, 
and  the  ge- 
neral scope  and  object  of  the  will,  the  contrary  was  held. 
The  Court,  in  this  case,  principally  relied  on  the  absence  of  the  words  "  heirs," 
'*  devise"  and  "  rent/*  and  the  use  of  the  expressions  "possession,"  '< executors  and 
administrators,"  *<  principal,"  the  "  balance,"  "  the  principal  of  the  said  legacies,"  the 
direction  to  claim  a  share  from  "  his  personal  representatives,"  and  tlie  power  to 
appoint  new  trustees,  applicable  to  **  executors"  and  not  to  *'  heirs." 

l2 
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1855.       the  principal,  For  all  and  every  of  his  children  and  child 
^"^T^^^      who   shall  attain    the    age  of  twenty-one   years,**  as 
V.  tenants  in  common.     And  he  gave  the  trustees  a  power 

H0LDERNE88.  ^f  maintenance  out  of  the  income  of  the  shares  and  of 
advancement  to  the  extent  of  half  *'  the  presumptive 
share."  But  in  case  no  child  should  live  to  acquire 
a  vested  interest,  there  was  a  gift  over  of  "  such  prin- 
cipal." The  testator  then  gave  the  other  four-fifths 
upon  like  trusts  for  his  sons  Henry  and  William,  and  his 
daughters  Mrs.  Langdon  and  Mrs.  Porter,  and  their  re- 
spective children,  in  similar  language  applicable  only  to 
personalty  as  in  the  gift  to  Lazarus  George.  As  to  the 
second  share,  for  instance,  he  directed  1,000/.  3^/.  per 
cent.,  or  its  value,  to  be  deducted  thereout,  and  gave 
the  ''balance'*  to  another  son;  and  throughout  the 
whole,  he  spoke  of  *'  the  original  parts  or  shares  or  lega- 
cies." And  as  to  the  fifth  share  he  proceeded  as  follows : 
— ''And  as  to  the  other  or  remaining  one  of  such  equal 
fifth  parts  or  shares,  upon  trust  for,  and  I  bequeath 
the  same  to,  my  son  William  Holderne8s,\f  living  at  my 
decease  (who  has  been  for  many  years  absent  and  not 
heard  oO,  but  upon  this  express  condition : — namely, 
that  he  the  said  William  Holdemess,  if  living  at  my  de- 
cease, do,  within  seven  years  from  the  day  of  my 
decease,  personally  claim  the  same  from  my  executors 
or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  or  the  executors 
or  administrators  of  such  survivor,  or  other  my  legal 
personal  representative  for  the  time  being,  at  the  Royal 
Exchange,  in  the  city  of  London^  in  the  presence  of  two 
witnesses;  and  if  he  shall  not  so  claim  the  same 
within  the  period  aforesaid,"  then  his  share  was  to  be  in 
trust  for  the  other  four  branches  of  his  family.  And  he 
directed,  ''  that  the  said  fifth  part  of  his  estate,  effects 
and  property,  intended"  for  William  should,  in  the 
mean  while,  "  be  accumulated  in  the  way  of  compound 
interest."    There  was  a  power  for  the  trustees,  or  the 

last 
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last  acting  trustee,  "  or  his  executors  or  administrators/* 
to  appoint  new  trustees,  in  case  the  trustees,  "  their 
executors  or  administrators"  should  die  or  desire  to  be 
discharged,  &c,  ke.  HoLOBRNEai. 

The  testator  had  real  and  personal  estate,  both  at  the 
date  of  his  will  and  at  his  decease. 

On  the  death  of  the  testator,  his  son  Lazarus  George 
Holderness^  as  his  heir  at  law,  claimed  to  be  entitled  to 
the  real  estate,  on  the  ground  that  the  testator  died 
intestate  as  to  it.  The  Plaintiff,  a  granddaughter  of 
the  testator,  instituted  this  suit  to  establish  the  will  and 
have  the  rights  of  all  parties  determined. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Prendergast^  for  the  Plaintiff. 
The  general  words  of  description  of  the  property  are 
quite  sufficient  to  include  real  estate,  and  the  effect  of 
them  is  not  cut  down  by  any  apparent  intention  in  this 
will  to  limit  them  to  personal  estate,  or  by  any  subse- 
quent expressions  contained  in  it.  On  the  contrary,  the 
testator,  in  framing  his  will,  seems  to  be  in  search  of 
the  most  general  and  extensive  phrases,  and  the  terms 
he  employs,  **  all  the  estate  and  pr(yperty/*  **  whatsoever 
and  wheresoever,'' ''  which  he  is  possessed  of  or  entitled 
to,"  or  ''  has  power  to  dispose  of,''  are  universal.  There 
is  nothing  there  specific,  but  all  are  general  terms,  of  the 
largest  and  most  comprehensive  description.  These  can- 
not be  rejected,  but  must  include  the  whole  real  estate ; 
Hopewell  v.  Ackland{a)  ;  7\lley  v.  Simpson  (b) ;  Terrel 
y.  Page{c)\  Midland  Counties  Railway  Company  v. 
Oswin  (d). 

But,  secondly,  it  will  be  argued  that,  because  the  tes- 
tator has  given  the   property  to  his  trustees,  '*  their 

executors 

(a)  1   Cam.  Rtp,  164.  (c)  1  Ch.  Co,  262. 

(6)  2  T.  JL  659,  D. ;  cited  1         {d)  1  CoU.  74. 
Cox,  362. 
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1855.  executors  and  administrators,"  he  shews  that  he  con- 
>^^s^^  templated  personal  estate  only.  Too  great  stress,  how- 
CoARD  j^  Ij^jj  ^^  ^j^g  words  "  executors  and  administra- 

HoLD£RNB8s.  tors/'  as  pointing  to  personalty,  but  those  words  do  not 
express  devolution  of  property,  but  only  the  cesser  of 
the  trustees'  interest  by  death,  and  there  is  nothing  in 
the  limitation  of  the  property  to  the  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators of  the  trustees,  from  which  it  would  be 
inferred,  that  real  estate  was  not  intended  to  be  included, 
especially  since  the  late  Wills'  Act ;  Doe  d.  Spearing  v. 
Btu:kner{a);  Doe  d.  HurreU  v.  Hurrell{b);  Hunter  v, 
Puffh  (c).  In  using  those  words,  the  testator,  probably, 
had  in  his  mind  the  greater  convenience  of  continuing 
the  trust  to  the  personal  representative  of  the  surviving 
trustee,  than  of  allowing  it  to  devolve  upon  his  heirs. 
This  takes  place  under  the  Bankrupt  Acts,  where  the 
real  estate  of  a  bankrupt  is  vested  in  the  personal  repre- 
sentative of  the  assignee. 

Thirdly,  as  to  the  other  words  used  by  the  testator. 
He  "disposes  of  all  his  estate."  That  is  sufficient  to 
pass  realty.  The  words  "  their  executors,"  the  ex- 
pressions "  legacies,"  "  stand  possessed  thereof  and  of 
the  proceeds  thereof,"  &c.,  are  all  evidently  used  with 
reference  to  a  conversion,  which  the  testator  contem- 
plated by  the  word  "  proceeds,"  but  which  he  neglected 
to  direct  in  explicit  terms.  Keeping  this  in  mind,  those 
words,  and  all  the  expressions  used  by  the  testator, 
applicable  to  trusts  of  personalty,  become  perfectly 
intelligible  and  consistent.  They  cited  Church  v. 
Mundy  {d) ;  Saumarez  v.  Saumarez  {e) ;  Doe  d.  Ellis 
V,  Ellis  (f);  Doe  d.  Morgan  v.  Morgan  {g);  Doe  d. 
Hick  V.  Dring  (h);  Stokes  v.  Salomons (t). 

Mr. 

(a)  6  r.  R,  610.  (/)  9  East,  R,  382. 

(6)  5  Bam.  ^  Aid.  18.  {g)  6  Bam,  *  Cr.  512. 

(c)  9  L.  J.  {N.  S.)  Ch.  62.  (A)  2  Mau.  *  Selw,  448,  454. 

(d)  15  Fe«.396.  (i)  9  Hare,  75. 
(e)  4  Mifl.  4  Cr.  331. 
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Mr.   Roupell  and  Mr.   Doria^   for  Defendants  in        1855. 
the  same  interest^  cited  Den  v.  Trout  (a);  Doe  A.  Wall      n^n^^^ 
y.Langland${b)\  NoeU.Hoy{c)\  Thomas  t.  Phelps^d);        ^^^" 
Sanderson  v.  Dobs(m(e);    H'UUam  v.    Thomas  {/) ;  Holdbeness, 
Jonsgma  v.  Jongsma  {g)* 

Mr.  H.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Sidney  Smith,  for  the  heir  at 
law.  The  real  question  is,  whether  the  scheme  of  the 
will  and  the  intention  of  the  testator  do  not  exclude  the 
real  estate.  The  gift  is  to  the  three  executors,  their 
executors  and  administrators,  and  not  to  their  heirs, 
**  upon  trust  to  stand  possessed  thereof  and  of  the  pro- 
ceeds thereof,"  on  certain  trusts,  of  which  a  long  series 
is  declared.  Then  he  gives  W,  E.  Holderness  his 
share,  if  in  seven  years  he  claims  it  from  ^'  his  legal  per- 
sonal representatives,''  and  in  the  meantime  he  directs 
it  to  be  accumulated  till  he  comes  to  claim.  This,  with 
the  effect  of  the  other  words,  "effects,"  'Megacies,'' 
''  executors  and  administrators "  of  the  trustees,  shew, 
that  he  only  contemplated  personal  estate.  They  cited 
Church  V.  Mundy  (A) ;  Woollam  v.  Kenworthy  (i) ;  Doe 
d.  Bunny  v.  Rout  (A). 

Mr.  Lloyd  in  reply.  The  testator  uses  ''  proceeds  ** 
in  one  place,  and  **  income "  in  another,  he  therefore 
must  be  understood  as  referring  to  a  sale  of  the  real 
estate.     Meeds  v.  Wood  (J)  was  also  referred  to. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  case  has  been  fully  argued,  and  as  I  have  had 

an 

(a)  15  Eatt,  394.  (g)  1  Cor,  362. 

C6)  14  Euit,  370.  (h)  15  Ves.  396. 

(r)  5  Madd  38.  (i)  9  Vet.  137. 

{d)  4iltisf.  348.  (k)  7  Tauni.  79;    2   Manh. 
(e)  10  Beav.  478 ;    1    Exch,      397 ;    1   Jarm.  on    Wills,  659, 

Rep.  141.  660. 

(/)  12  Knt,  141.  (/)  19  Beav.  215. 
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1855.  tin  opportunity  of  considering  it,  I  will  expreRS  my  opinion 
at  once.  Though  I  have  striven  to  come  to  an  opposite 
conclusion,  this  bequest  does  not,  in  my  opinion,  include 
HoLDBEMBM.  thc  fcal  cstatc.  I  have  striven,  because  the  Court  is 
naturally  anxious  to  arrive  at  such  a  conclusion  as  will 
not  lead  to  an  intestacy.  On  the  whole  view  of  this 
case,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  real  estate  is  not  included 
in  the  words  used  by  the  testator.  There  can  be  no 
question  that  the  first  words,  taken  alone,  are  suflScient 
to  include  the  real  estate  :  they  are,  **  all  estate,  effects 
and  property,  &c.,  ....  power  of  disposition."  No 
words  can  be  larger  than  these,  and  I  have  not  the 
slightest  doubt  that  these  words  are  sufficient  to  include 
real  estate. 

I  am  then  of  opinion,  that  the  burden  of  proof  is 
thrown  upon  the  heir  at  law,  to  shew  that  these  words 
are,  according  to  the  settled  rules  of  construction,  to  be 
cut  down  so  as  to  include  personal  estate  only. 

I  think  that  the  rest  of  the  will  does  justify  the  Court 
in  coming  to  the  conclusion,  that  these  words  were  in- 
tended to  be  confined  to  persofial  estate.  The  view  I 
take  of  this  case  is  this  :— that  these  words  are  to  be 
construed  with  due  regard  to  the  general  scope  and 
object  of  the  testator,  and  that,  for  this  purpose,  the 
whole  will  must  be  looked  at  together.  Now,  the  first 
peculiarity  to  be  observed  is  this : — that  there  is  not, 
upon  the  face  of  the  will,  a  single  expression  which  refers 
particularly  or  peculiarly  to  the  real  estate.  The  word 
''  heir"  is  not  to  be  found  in  it,  nor  are  the  words,  *'  de- 
vise "  or  "  rent ;"  there  is  nothing  which  points  exclu- 
sively to  real  estate,  although  there  are  one  or  two  ex- 
pressions which  are  ambiguous.  The  reason  on  which 
my  opinion  is  founded  is  very  much  the  same  as  that 
in  the  case  of  Doe  d.  Spearing  v.  JBuckner  (a),  because 

all 
(o)  6  Term  Rep.  610. 
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all  the  subsequent  expressions  are  referable  to  personal  1866. 
estate.  In  the  first  place,  having  used  these  general 
words  which  I  have  stated,  the  testator  gives  the  pro- 
perty to  two  persons,  ''their  executors  and  admini- 
strators/' without  giving  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  the 
real  estate.  He  does  not  use  words  properly  appli- 
cable to  a  gift  of  real  estate  in  fee.  The  trustees  are 
directed  to  stand  "  possessed  thereof"  upon  trust 
to  divide  the  same  into  five  parts,  and  pay  the 
"  income "  of  one  part  to  his  son  Lazarus  for  life, 
and  as  to  the  ''  principal "  upon  trust  for  his  children. 
The  word  "principal"  has  exclusive  reference  to 
personal  estate.  With  respect  to  the  next  one-fifth, 
he  directs  that  1,000/.  stock,  or  its  value,  shall  be  taken 
thereout,  and  he  gives  "  the  balance  "  to  another  son. 
As  to  the  third  share,  he  directs  ''the  income"  to  be 
paid  to  his  daughter,  and  on  her  death  "  in  trust  as  to 
the  principal  of  the  said  legacies,"  (still  speaking  of  it  as 
"principal  of  the  legacy,")  for  her  children.  He  does 
the  same  as  to  the  fourth  share.  As  to  the  fifth  share, 
he  gives  it  to  his  son,  on  condition  of  his  personally 
claiming  it  within  seven  years  from  the  testator's  "  exe- 
cutors, or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  or  the  exe- 
cutors or  administrators  of  such  survivor  or  other  his 
personal  representatives  for  the  time  being," — excluding 
the  notion  that  there  would  be  anything  vested  in  the 
heir  of  the  surviving  trustee.  He  directs  "  that  the  said 
fifth  part  of  his  estate  and  effects  and  property"  intended 
for  his  son  William,  (thus  using  the  same  words, 
"  estate,  effects  and  property,"  which  he  had  before 
used,)  should  "  be  accumulated  in  the  way  of  compound 
interest" 

In  the  direction  for  the  appointment  of  new  trustees, 
the  word  "heir"  does  not  occur,  but  he  speaks  through- 
out of  the  trustees,  and  their  or  his  "  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators" 


154  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

186&       miQigtcators/'  evidently  contemplating  their  duties  to 
extend  over  personal  estate  only. 

What  b' confirmatory  of  this  is,  that  in  the  early  part 
of  the  will  he  gives  legacies  and  says,  subject  to  the  said 
four  legaciesi  **  I  giver  bequeath^  and  dispose  of  all 
estate,"  kc.  It  would  be  difficult  to  say  that  this  would 
be  a  charge  of  the  legacies  on  the  real  estate,  and  yet 
he  seems  to  be  disposing  of  something  out  of  which 
the  legacies  are  payable ;  this  is  confirmatory  of  the 
view  I  have  taken^  Again,  he  directs  another  legacy, 
in  a  certain  event,  to  fall  "into  the  residue  of  my 
estate^"— words  still  applicable  to  personal  estate, — 
into  which  the  legacy  would  naturally  fall.  All  these 
observations  appear  to  me  to  confirm  the  same  view, 
that  all  the  limitations  seem  applicable  to  personal 
estate.  The  word  "  proceeds"  is  the  only  word  which 
is  ambiguous. 

Now,  what  are  the  authorities  which  should  compel 
me  to  come  to  a  contrary  conclusion?  In  WooUam  v. 
KenwoTihf  (a),  the  Court  did  proceed  upon  the  context 
of  the  willy  and  upon  the  general  form  and  scheme  as 
demonstrating  the  intention.  Church  v.  Mundy  (Jb)  does 
not  appear  to  militate  against  this  construction  in  any 
respect.  In  that  case  there  waa  a  general  gift  of  ''  all 
such  worldly  estate  and  efiects  as  it  may  please  God  to 
bless  me  withal,  whether  real  or  personal,"  using  the 
word  '^  real."  There  was  no  question  that  this  would 
pass  freehold  estate,  but  the  question  was  this: — whether, 
assuming  he  had  no  freehold  estate,  a  reversion  in  copy- 
holds would  pass  under  these  words.  Lord  Eldon  held 
that  it  would  pass,  for  otherwise  no  meaning  could  be 
attached  to  the  words  "  real  estate."     Church  v.  Mundy 

shows 
(«)  9  Fet.  137.  (h)  15  Ve$.  396. 
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shows  that  the  words  ''real  estate"  might  be  applied  1U55. 
to  a  reversion  of  copyhold^  where  there  were  no  free* 
holds  to  answer  those  words>  but  does  not  militate 
against  WooUam  v.  Kenwcrthy^  which  laid  it  down  that  HoLDssuBm 
you  most  look  to  the  whole  will  to  discover  the  inten- 
tioD  of  the  testaitor.  You  nust  always  look  to  the  gene- 
ral rule  laid  down  by  a  Judge  with  reference  to  the  case 
before  him',  and  Lord  £&fon  says  {a),  ''  tho  best  rule  of 
construction  is  that,  which,  takes  the  words  to  compre- 
hend a  subject  that  falls  within  their  usual  sense,  unless 
there  is  sonaething  like  declaration  plain  to  the  contrary." 
That  rule  has  been  applied  to  the  case  of  Church  v. 
Mutufyj  where  the  testator  has  disposed  of  real  estate) 
having  only  a  reversion  in  copyholds,  and  the  conse- 
quence was  that  it  would  pass  **  unless  there  is  some- 
thing like  declaration  plain  to  the  contrary." 

How  does  Saumarez  v.  Saumarez  (b)  affect  this  ques- 
tion ?  The  testator  had  there  disposed  of  his  Dorset- 
shire  estate  to  his  son  for  life,  and  immediately  pro- 
ceeds to  dispose  of  the  residue  of  his  property ;  Lord 
Cottenham  held,  as  was  stated  by  Sir  O.  Turner  in 
Stokes  V.  Salamons  (c)f  that  he  showed  '*that  he  bad 
real  estate  in  his  mind  by  the  disposition  he  had  made 
to  his  son  of  a  life  interest  only  in  that  particular 
real  estate,"  and  having  that  estate  in  his  mind,  he  pro- 
ceeded to  dispose  of  the  residue  of  his  property,  and  he 
therefore  included  the  reversion  of  the  estate  given  to 
his  son  for  life.  Tbe  intention  of  passing  the  reversion 
(the  words  showing  that  the  testator  had  the  real  estate 
in  his  mind)  was  not  to  be  overruled  by  a  series  of  sub- 
sequent limitations  applicable  only  to  personal  estate. 

Here  the  testator  has  used  ambiguous  expressions, 

but  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rest  of  the  will  shows,  that 

he 

(a)  15  Ves,  p.  406.  (6)  4  MyL  8f  Cr,  331. 

(c)  9  Hare,  83. 
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he  did  not  mean  to  include  his  real  estate.  I  find  in  this 
will  ambiguous  expressions  large  enough  to  include  the 
real  estate,  but  I  think  the  rest  of  the  will  shows  that 
he  did  not  mean  to  include  it. 

In  Stokes  v.  Salomons  the  testator  had  used  the  word 
*^  devise/'  which  is  only  properly  applicable  to  real  estate. 
There  is  no  such  word  in  this  will,  and  I  think  that  the 
cases  do  not  prevent  me  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
words  used  in  the  present  will  do  not  include  real  estate ; 
and  that,  on  the  contrary,  the  general  scope  and  object 
of  the  will  all  point  to  personal  estate  only,  and  show 
that  he  did  not  intend  his  real  estate  to  pass  by  his 
will. 
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1866. 


SHAW  r.  NEALE.  Jan.  29,30, 31. 

March  23. 
^ETH  SEWELL  died  in  1836,  having  by  bis  will  A  solicitor  has 
given  all  bis  real  and  personal  estate  to  bis  attor-  "ostoupon'reid 

ney  and  apothecary.    Tbe  testator's  heir,  James  Neale,  estates  re- 
covered by  bim 
a  poor  for  his  client. 

Under  tbe  1  &  2  Vkt.  c.  110.  and  2  &  3  Vici.  c.  11,  if  a  judgment  creditor  neglect 
to  re-regiflter  within  five  years,  tbe  judgment  becomes  inoperative,  as  to  purchasers, 
morteageet  and  creditors,  (both  anterior  and  subsequent),  until  re-registration,  from 
which  period  alone  it  then  operates  as  against  them. 

A  solicitor,  pending  his  employment,  took  security  for  costs  iVom  a  poor  and  illiterate 
client  Held,  that,  assuming  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  client  had  the  same  rights  as 
the  Utter,  still  that,  after  ten  years'  acquiescence,  the  accounts  would  not  be  opened. 

Tbe  allocatur  of  the  Taxing  Master,  upon  a  taxation,  does  not,  when  registered 
under  the  1  &  2  Vkt,  c.  110,  constitute  a  charee  on  the  real  estate  of  the  client. 

The  Plaintiff,  a  solicitor,  obtained  from  his  client  securities  on  his  real  estate,  whilst 
he  wilfully  obstructed  the  Defendant  (the  former  solicitor)  in  obtaining  a  final  order 
for  payment  of  his  taxed  costs,  which  would  have  enabled  him  to  obtain  a  charge  under 
tbe  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110.  The  Court  held,  that  tbe  Plaintiff  was  nevertheless  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  his  securities. 

An  estate  was  mortgaged  to  il.  for  a  sum  and  further  advances.  Afterwards,  B. 
obtained  a  charge  on  the  estate,  by  means  of  a  judgment.  Held,  that  further  advances 
made  to  tbe  mortgagor  by  A.,  after  notice  of  tbe  judgment,  had  no  priority  over  B.*s 
claim. 

The  doctrine  of  the  case  of  Gordon  v.  Graham  (2  Eg.  Co.  Ab.  598)  doubted. 


Mr.  Shaw.  Mr.  Remnant. 

1837.  Compromise. 
Feb.  1838.  Shaw  discharged,  and  Remnant  appointed. 
March.  1839.  Judgment  and  elegit. 

April.  1839.  Master's  allocatur 

registered. 
June.  1839.  >  *^  ^  .     i, 

Anril.  1840.  }  Mortgages  to  R. 

Uov.  1840.  Allocatur  served. 
Jan.  22,  1841.  Further  chai^. 

Jan.  30, 1841.  Order  for  payment 

registered. 
Jan.  8,  1844.  Further  charge. 

Jan.  30, 1846.  Five  years  expire. 
Nov.  30, 1 846.  Re-registration. 
^00.30,1851    Five  years  again 
expire. 
1852.  Further  charge. 

JVfn7.30,1852.  Re-registration. 
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1855.  *  poor  and  illitermte  labooring  man,  unable  to  read  or 
writey  employed  the  Plaintiff,  Mr.  SAmt,  an  attorney,  to 
to  proMcnte  his  claim  to  the  testator's  real  estate ;  and 
NeaU,  in  1836,  obtained  a  verdict  in  an  action  of  eject- 
ment; a  subsequent  compromise  between  the  parties,  in 
1837,  acknowledged  bis  fight  to  the  property,  which  was 
of  the  Taloe  of  between  3,000/.  and  4,000t  By  an  in- 
denture,  dated  the  5th  of  Jammary,  1837,  certain  out- 
standbg  terms  therein,  or  in  part  thereof,  were  assigned 
to  the  Plaintiff,  in  trust  for  Neale,  and  to  attend  the  in- 
heritance. 

In  1836,  the  Plaintiff,  on  behalf  of  Aco^e,  had  also  in- 
stituted a  suit  in  Chancery  against  the  devisees  of  Sewetl, 
for  an  account  of  mesne  rents  and  profits  of  the  premises 
recovered  in  the  ejectment,  and,  by  an  order  of  the  26th 
of  November,  1836,  the  devisees  were  directed  to  bring 
the  title-deeds,  &e.  into  Court,  where  they  still  re- 
mained; but,  in  consequence  of  the  compromise,  all 
proceedings,  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  were  stayed. 

In  September,  1637,  the  property  recovered  in  the 
ejectment  was  put  up  for  sale,  in  six  lots,  three  of 
which  were  sold,  and  the  deposits  were  paid  to  the  Plain- 
tiff. In  February,  1838,  Neak,  who  had  as  yet  received 
no  fruit  of  the  litigation,  acting  under  the  advice  of  the 
Rev.  JS.  S.  Taylor,  who  from  the  first  had  taken  a  great 
interest  in  the  case,  discharged  the  Plaintiff,  and  em- 
ployed the  Defendant,  Mr.  Remnant,  to  act  as  his  soli- 
citor. 

On  the  8th  of  February,  1838,  Remnant  applied  to 
the  Plaintiff  for  his  accounts,  and  afterwards  obtained 
an  order  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  the  delivery 
and  taxation  of  the  Plaintiff's  bill  of  costs  against  NeaU. 

The  taxation  in  the  Queen's  Bench  was  proceeded 

with, 
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with,  and,  on  the  11th  of  April  1839,  the  Plaintiff  ob- 
tained the  Master's  allocatur ^  finding  ly2382.2«.  Sd.  due 
to  him,  which  allocatur,  the  Plaintiff,  on  the  16th  of  the 
same  month,  registered  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas, 
io  pursuance  of  the  statute  (1  &  2  Vict.  €•  110). 

On  the  17th  of  March,  1839,  Remnant  obtained  from 
Neale  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  confess  judgment  for 
1,000/.  to  secure  500/.  and  interest.  On  the  «ame  day, 
jadgm^it  for  that  amount  was  entered  up  and  re- 
gisteped,  and  a  writ  of  elegit  was  issued,  by  virtiie  of 
which  the  Sheriff  delivered  possessioa  of  the  property  to 
Remnant,  who  had  erer  since  retained  possession  of  it, 
and  bad  received  the  rents  since  accrued  due  thereon. 
On  the  12th  of  June,  1839^  Remnant  obtained  from 
Neale  a  mortgage  on  the  property  to  seeure  two  sums 
of  500/.  and  147/.  and  interest,  together  with  future  ad- 
vances. On  the  16th  of  April,  1840,  an  agreement  was 
entered  into  between  Remnant  and  Neale,  whereby, 
afler  reciting  the  previous  securities,  and  that  Neale  was 
indebted  to  Remnant  in  a  sum  of  380/.  6s.  bd.,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  former  sums,  the  mortgaged  premises  were 
made  subject  to  this  further  charge  of  380/.  8«.  bd.,  with 
interest  thereon  at  5/.  per  cent.,  making  the  total  amount 
charged  1 ,027/.  8«.  bd.  On  the  23rd  of  November,  1840, 
Remnant  obtained  from  Neale  a  warrant  of  attorney  to 
confess  judgment  for  the  sum  of  1,000/.,  and  judgment 
was  entered  up  thereon  the  next  day,  and  an  elegit  was 
issued  and  duly  executed  by  the  Sheriff. 

On  the  22nd  of  January,  1841,  a  further  agreement 
was  made  between  Neale  and  Remnant,  whereby  it  was 
agreed,  that,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  1,228/.,  then 
alleged  to  be  due  from  Uie  former  to  the  latter,  all  the 
estate  and  hereditaments  of  Neale  should  be  charged 

with 
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1865.       with  the  payment  thereofy  and  interest  thereon  at  5L 
per  cent  from  the  date  thereof. 

From  the  time  of  obtaining  the  Master's  nUocaiur, 
the  Plaintiff  had  made  every  exertion  to  serve  it  on 
Neale,  but  was  onable  to  do  so  by  reason,  as  he  alleged, 
of  his  being  kept  ont  of  the  way,  at  the  suggestion 
and  by  the  contrivance  of  Remnant,  to  prevent  service. 
On  the  14th  of  November ,  1840,  the  Plaintiff,  upon  an 
application  being  made  to  the  Court  by  Remnant,  on 
behalf  of  Neale,  for  production  of  the  title-deeds  to  the 
estate  of  the  latter,  obtained  an  order  requiring  Remnant 
to  produce  Neale,  and  accordingly,  to  avoid  an  attach- 
ment, he  was  produced  at  the  chambers  of  RemnanVs 
town  agent,  and  duly  served  with  the  allocatur.  The 
Plaintiff  then,  upon  the  28th  of  January,  1841,  ob- 
tained a  peremptory  rule  of  Court,  or  absolute  order,  for 
payment  of  the  amount  of  the  allocatur,  which,  on  the 
30th  of  the  same  month,  he  registered  as  a  judgment  for 
1,238/.  2s.  3d.  under  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  19. 

On  the  30th  of  July,  1841,  the  Plaintiff  purchased 
the  benefit  of  the  contract  for  one  of  the  lots  sold,  and 
he  claimed  to  retain  the  purchase-money  for  the  amount 
due  to  him  from  Neale. 

On  the  8th  o{  January,  1844,  another  settlement  of 
accounts  took  place  between  Remnant  and  Neale,  and 
Neale  then  executed  a  fourth  mortgage  to  Remnant, 
dated  the  same  day,  and  expressed  to  be  made  between 
Neale,  of  the  first  part,  Remnant,  of  the  second  part,  and 
Cr.  H.  Good,  of  the  third  part,  whereby,  after  reciting 
the  previous  securities,  and  that  the  sums  then  due  to 
Remnant  amounted  to  1,796/.,  and  that  in  order  to  dis- 
charge that  amount,  as  well  as  such  further  sums  as 

might 
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might  still  arise  or  become  due  to  Remnant,  Neale  had  1865. 
agreed  to  execute  the  indenture  therein  menttonedy  it 
was  witnessed,  that,  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement  and 
in  consideration  of  the  amount  then  due  to  Remnant^ 
and  also  such  further  and  other  sums  as  Remnant  might 
advance  or  be  called  upon  to  pay,  Neale  conveyed  the 
estate  and  hereditaments  in  question  to  Good,  to  hold 
the  same  to  him  and  his  heirs,  in  trust,  that  if  Neale,  on 
or  before  the  8th  of  July  then  next,  paid  to  Remnant 
the  sum  of  1,796/.  due  and  owing  to  him,  and  all  further 
sums  to  be  lent  to  Neale,  (not  exceeding  in  the  whole 
the  principal  sum  of  2,000/.  and  interest,)  to  recouvey 
the  same;  but  if  default  were  made,  then  upon  trust  to 
sell  and  apply  the  proceeds,  first,  in  payment  of  the  ex- 
penses of  the  sale,  secondly,  of  the  principal  sum  of 
1,796/.^  or  such  other  principal  sum  as  might  then  be 
doe  to  Remnant,  and  all  interest  due  thereon,  and 
thirdly,  after  payment  thereof,  to  pay  the  balance  to 
Neale. 

On  the  31  St  o{  March,  1852,  a  settlement  of  account 
was  come  to  between  Neale  and  Remnant,  shewing  the 
amount  due  to  the  latter  to  be  2,248/.  9s.  lOd. 

The  Plaintiff's  judgment  having  been  registered  on  the 
30th  January,  1841,  he  neglected  to  re- register  it  within 
the  next  five  years ;  it  was  however  re-registered  on  the 
30th  November,  1846.  He  neglected  again  to  re-register 
it  yntil  the  30th  November,  1852,  thus  leaving,  in  both 
instances,  an  interval  during  which  the  registration 
ceased  to  be  in  full  force. 

On  the  25th  of  January,  1853,  Neale  died,  leaving 
the  Defendant,  Jame$  Neale,  his  only  son  and  heir  at 
law. 

VOL.  XX.  M  In 
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1865.  In  this  state  of  things  the  Plaintiff,  on  the  Slst  of 

January f  1863,  filed  his  bill  against  James  Neale,  the 
son,  and  Remnant,  alleging  that  all  the  securities  had 
been  obtained  by  Remnant  with  a  view  to  defeat  his 
judgment  for  the  1,238/.  2s.  3d.,  the  amount  of  costs 
due  for  recovering  the  property  on  which  Remnant  had 
obtained  his  several  charges,  that  the  property  would 
not  have  existed  without  such  an  outlay,  and  that  it 
therefore  should  be  subject  to  the  Plaintiff's  claim  as 
a  first  charge. 

He  further  alleged,  that  the  obtaining  of  the  rule  of 
Court,  which  when  registered  had  the  effect  of  a  judg- 
ment, was  in  every  way  obstructed  and  purposely  de* 
layed,  and  that  every  device  was  resorted  to  by  Remnant 
for  that  purpose;  and  he  insisted,  therefore,  that  Rem^ 
nanfs  conduct  was  fraudulent,  and  that  the  Court  should 
so  treat  it,  and  should,  as  a  consequence  thereof,  post- 
pone his  charges  to  that  of  the  Plaintiff.  The  Plaintiff 
also  sought  to  open  the  accounts  settled  between  the 
Plaintiff  and  Neale,  and  to  examine  all  the  items,  in- 
cluding the  bills  of  costs,  which  constituted  the  amount 
for  which  the  securities  had  been  given.  He  insisted 
also,  that  if  he  should  fail  in  establishing  absolute 
priority  to  all  Remnant's  charges,  he  was,  at  least, 
entitled  to  rank  above  all  securities  obtained  after  the 
30th  January,  1841,  the  date  of  the  registered  order; 
and  he  asked  a  declaration,  that  he  was  entitled  to  a 
lien  for  the  1,238/.  2s.  3d.,  and  interest,  upon  the  terms 
of  years  assigned  to  him,  and  the  indenture  of  the  6th 
of  January,  1837,  upon  tbe  hereditaments  recovered  by 
NeaU,  deceased,  upon  the  purchase-money  of  the  parts 
thereof  which  had  been  sold,  and  upon  the  title  deeds, 
&;c.  deposited  in  Court;  and  that,  by  virtue  of  the 
allocatur  and  rule  of  Court,  and  the  order  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  he  had  a  charge  in  respect  of  the 

1,238/.  2s.  3d., 
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1,238/.  2s.  3d.,  and  interest,  kc,  upon  all  the  heredita-  1866. 
ments  and  premises  late  of  James  Neale,  deceased,  and 
upon  such  purchase-money;  and  that,  in  respect  o( 
such  lien,  be  was  entitled  to  a  priority  and  preference 
to  the  judgment  and  incumbrances  of  Remnant ;  that 
be  might  be  confirmed  the  purchaser  of  the  lot  so  sold 
to  him,  and  might  be  at  liberty  to  retain  the  purchase- 
money  in  payment  of  the  costs  thereof,  and  of  the  money 
80  due  to  him ;  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the 
rents  and  profits  received  by  Remnant,  and  for  a  receiver 
and  an  injunction. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Elderton,  for  the  Plaintiff*. 

First,  the  Plaintiff  has  a  lien  for  his  costs  on  the  property 
recovered  by  him  for  Neale  ;  Lloyd  v.  Mason  (a).  The 
property  in  this  case  happens  to  be  real  estate,  but  that 
makes  no  difference ;  on  every  principle  a  solicitor  ought 
to  be  reimbursed  the  expenses,  by  means  of  which  the 
subject  of  the  action  or  suit  is  recovered.  Lord  Hard" 
wicke,  in  Turwin  v.  Gibson  (&),  says, ''  A  solicitor  has  a 
right  to  be  paid  out  of  the  </u/y  decreed  for  the  Plaintiff, 
and  has  a  lien  upon  it."  He  here  says  the  lien  is  on  the 
dutyAecreeA  to  the  Plaintiff,  which  applies  equally  both 
to  real  and  personal  estate.  In  Bamesley  v.  Powell  (c). 
Lord  Hardwiche  is  still  more  distinct  on  the  subject. 
He  says, ''  If  a  solicitor  prosecutes  to  a  decree,  he  has  a 
lien  on  the  estate  recovered,  in  the  hands  of  the  person 
recovering,  for  his  bills."  He  adds,  ''  In  the  present 
case  the  Committee  has  a  lien  on  the  lunatic's  estate, 
and  I  will  assist  the  solicitor  as  much  as  I  can ;  there- 
fore declare  he  stands  in  the  place  of  the  Committee, 
and  has  a  lien  on  the  lunatic's  estate."  The  Reporter 
adds,  ''  Q.  if  he  had  such  lien  ?  The  Counsel  for  the 
solicitor  doubted   it"     However,  it  appears  from  the 

orders 
(a)  4  Usre,  132.  (fr)  3  Atk.  720.        (c)  Ambl,  102. 
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1866.  orders  stated  in  the  note,  that  the  Ck>inmittee  was 

^'^N'^^  declared  to  have  a   lien  for  the  amount  due  to  the 

^^^  solicitor  on  the  personal  and  real  estate,  and  that  the 

Nbali.  solicitor  was  entitled  to  stand  in  his  place. 

Whatever  be  the  property  or  duty  recovered^  and 
whether  it  be  real  or  personal  estate,  the  same  principle 
is  therefore  applicable,  and  the  client  shall  not  carry 
off  the  fruit  without  bearing  the  expense  of  recovering 
it,  nor  can  a  party  do  so  who  claims  under  him  with 
notice  of  the  lien. 

The  nature  of  a  solicitor's  lien  on  documents  in  his 
hands  is  very  clearly  dealt  with  by  Lord  Cottenham  in 
Richards  v.  Platel{fl\  who  considers  it  as  equivalent  to 
a  contract.  He  says, ''  I  cannot  see  how  there  can  be 
any  sound  distinction  on  this  point  between  the  case  of 
a  solicitor  claiming  a  lien  on  the  papers  of  his  client,  and 
the  case  of  any  other  creditor  who  holds  a  security  tor 
his  debt."  The  lien  of  a  solicitor  on  deeds  is  a  legal 
right,  Pelly  v.  Wathen(]b\  and  it  can  be  actively  enforced 
as  against  a  fund  realized,  though  not  as  against  the 
papers ;  Boston  v.  BoUand  (c).  This  right  of  the  solicitor 
cannot  be  defeated  by  the  notice  or  release  of  his  client; 
Pope  V.  Wood  (rf),  Gifford  v.  Oifford  {e) ;  nor,  a  fortiori^ 
by  a  mortgage  with  notice.  In  £x  parte  Bryant  (f)  the 
Court  had,  in  the  first  instance,  ordered  costs  to  be  paid 
by  the  adverse  party  to  the  client,  but  the  latter  being 
insolvent,  they  were  ordered  to  be  paid  to  the  solicitor, 
by  virtue  of  his  lien.  The  client  cannot,  behind  the  back 
of  his  solicitor,  by  arrangements  with  his  opponent, 
cheat  the  solicitor  out  of  his  lien ;  Cole  v.  Bennett  (g). 

The 

(a)  Craig  tf  Ph,  p.  82.  (d)  2  An^r.  577. 

(b)  7  Hare,  351 ;    I  De  G.  (f)  Forre$i,  109. 
3f.  *  G.  16.                                      (/)  I  MaddvcK  49. 

(c)  4  Afy/.  4  Craig,  354.  (g)  6  Price,  15. 
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The  lien  is  not  destcoyed  by  tbe  proceedings  taken  by 
the  Plaintiff  to  make  bis  claim  effectual,  Bawtree  t. 
WaUan  (a),  though  it  might  be  superseded  by  taking  a 
security ;  Cawell  v.  Simpson  (&)• 

But  the  Plaintiff  is  also  entitled  to  a  lien  on  the  term 
of  years  which  has  been  assigned  to  him,  and  also  on 
the  deeds  in  Court.  On  the  first  point  they  also  referred 
to  Lambert  v.  BuekmasUr  (c),  and  Brooks  ▼.  Bourne  {d). 

Secondly,  the  Plaintiff  has  priority  by  -  virtue  of  the 
registration,  under  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  1 10,  in  the  first 
instance,  of  the  Master's  allocatur  (which  was  equivalent 
to  a  rule  of  Court  for  payment  of  the  amount),  and  after^ 
wards  of  the  peremptory  rule  or  absolute  order  for 
payment  of  tbe  1 ,238/.  2s.  3d.  Even  if  the  argument, 
that  the  registration  of  the  Master's  allocatur  is  within 
the  provisions  of  tbe  1  &  2  Vict,  c.  110,  ss.  18,  19,  and 
the  2  &  3  Viet.  c.  11,  s.  4,  cannot  be  maintained,  on 
the  ground  that  it  was  not  made  under  an  order  to  pay, 
but  under  an  order  to  proceed  to  taxation,  and,  there- 
fore, the  amount  due  was  unascertained,  still  when  the 
amount  due  had  been  ascertained,  and  the  order  of  the 
28th  January,  1841,  obtained  and  registered  on  tbe 
30th  of  the  same  month,  the  Plaintiff  from  that  time 
bad  a  charge  upon  Neale^s  estates. 

Thirdly,  tbe  judgment  was  not  invalidated  by  its  non- 
registry  within  five  years,  for  the  Defendant  bad  distinct 
notice  of  its  existence.  The  4th  section  of  the  2  &  3 
VieL  c.  11,  does  not  supersede  the  equitable  doctrine 
of  notice,  and  applies  only  to  purchasers  toithout  notice. 
It  was  intended  to  protect  persons  who  dealt  with  the 

owner 

(a)  2  Keen,  713.  (c)  2  Barn,  if  Cr.  616. 

(6)  16  Vet.  275.  (rf)  1  Price,  72. 
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1856.  owner  of  an  estate  in  ignorance  of  existing  judgments, 
and  not  persons  who  had  full  knowledge  of  prior  equities. 
Again,  the  3  &  4  Vict  c.  82,  s.  2,  limits  the  then  existing 
effect  of  notice,  and  provides  that  no  judgment  shall 
affect  purchasers  unless  registered,  any  notice  notwith- 
standing. But  this  only  applies  to  the  original  regis- 
tration ;  for  when  once  effectually  on  the  register,  the 
effect  of  its  non-registration  is  governed  by  the  previous 
act,  and  it  is  therefore  still  operative  as  against  pur- 
chasers with  notice.  The  restriction  was  intended  for 
the  protection  of  mortgagees  subsequent  to  the  ex- 
piration of  the  five  years,  who  might  be  misled  by  the 
registry,  and  there  was  no  intention  to  alter  existing 
priorities  by  a  subsequent  accidental  omission  to  re- 
register. The  Plaintiff's  judgment  therefore  is  effective 
against  all  the  Defendant's  securities  subsequent  to  the 
30th  of  January,  1841. 

Fourthly.  But  the  conduct  of  Remnant  has  been 
such,  that  in  equity  all  the  securities  ought  to  be  post- 
poned to  the  Plaintiff's  claim.  He  fraudulently  with- 
drew his  client,  and  collusively  prevented  the  Plaintiff's 
serving  him,  so  as  to  obtain  a  final  order  for  payment, 
which  he  might  register  and  thus  charge  the  real  estate, 
and  in  the  meanwhile,  Hemnant  occupied  himself  in 
obtaining  securities  from  his  client  on  the  estate  for  his 
costs.  This  was  a  fraud  on  the  Plaintiff,  of  which  the 
Defendant  cannot  take  advantage.  In  Blenkinsopp  v. 
Blenkinsopp  (a),  a  conveyance  executed  pendente  liie  to 
defeat  the  subsequent  remedy  for  recovering  alimony, 
by  process  of  sequestration,  was  set  aside  as  a  fraudu- 
lent contrivance  to  defeat  the  Plaintiff  of  her  legal 
remedies. 

Fifthly.    The  Plaintiff  stands  in  the  place  of  Neale, 

and 
(o)  12  Beav.  568. 
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aod  has  a  right  to  have  the  securities  given  by  Neale, 

a  poor  and  illiterate  man,  while  the  relation  of  solicitor 

and  client  sabsisted,  opened  and  examined,  and  to  have 

the  bills  of  costs  taxed,  and  the  securities  given  for  them       Nbalb. 

stand  for  the  amount  actually  due  on  taking  the  accounts. 

Lastly,  although  the  Defendant's  securities  cover 
future  advances,  still  no  such  advances  are  valid  as 
against  the  Plaintiff,  after  the  Defendant  had  notice  of 
the  Plaintiff's  charge  on  the  estate.  After  that  time 
Remnant  could  not  even  turn  interest  into  principal; 
Digby  v.  Craggs  (a),  and  Montague  v.  Ratcliffe  (&). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

My  present  impression  is,  that  no  case  is  made  for 
setting  aside  Remnant's  securities  on  the  ground  of 
fraud,  nor  can  I  say  that  any  priority  has  been  acquired 
by  the  Plaintiff  on  that  account.  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  Plaintiff  has  no  lien  on  the  property  in  respect  of 
his  having  recovered  it ;  and  having  no  judgment  until 
January^  1841,  I  think  he  had  no  charge  on  it  till  that 
time.  The  remaining  question  therefore  is  this :  whether 
the  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  a  decree  that  Remnant's 
securities  are  to  stand  for  what  is  justly  due  on  them ; 
and  the  question  will  arise,  on  taking  the  account,  whether 
Remnant's  securities  are  or  not  to  be  considered  a  prior 
charge. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  F.  T.  White,  for  Neale. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to 
any  lien,  by  reason  of  the  estate  having  been  recovered 
through  him.    That  claim  cannot  be  supported,  it  would 

be 

(a)  2  Ambler,  611;  2  Eien,  {h)  Cited  2   Fonhlanqw  (4th 

200.  edit.),  434,  and  Ambler,  611,  n. 
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be  a  species  of  champerty^  and  the  cases  cited  are  no 
authority  at  all  for  the  proposition,  that  every  action 
brought  by  solicitors  in  respect  of  real  estate,  wooM 
create  a  lien  on  the  lands  for  the  costs  thereby  in- 
curred. I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  had  no 
charge  on  lands,  until  his  final  order  was  registered 
on  the  30th  of  January^  1841. 

I  am  also  of  opinion,  that  there  is  no  case  for  setting 
aside  the  Defendant's  securities,  on  the  ground  of  fraudu- 
lent collusion.  That  he  was  keeping  NeaU  out  of  the 
way  appears  to  be  the  case,  but  I  have  not  now  to  con- 
sider the  propriety  of  that  proceeding,  but  only  whether 
it  invalidates  the  securities  given  to  Remnant  for  money 
actually  due  to  him.  I  wish  to  hear  Mr.  Remnant* 
Counsel,  as  to  whether  I  should  not  direct  an  account  of 
what  is  really  due  on  his  securities,  or  whether  I  am 
concluded  by  the  &ct,  that  the  sums  appear  on  the 
securities  themselves. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Kar slake ^  for  the  Defendant, 
Remnant^  then  addressed  themselves  to  the  remaining 
points.  As  to  the  claim  of  lien,  as  assignee  in  trust  of 
the  outstanding  term,  Neale  never  authorized  the  Plain- 
tiff to  take  an  assignment  of  them,  nor  did  he  execute 
it,  and  the  assignment  was  made  without  his  knowledge. 
Moreover,  the  terms  comprised  but  a  small  part  of  the 
property  recovered,  and  the  Plaintiff,  though  he  has  the 
indenture  of  assignment,  never  had  the  deeds  creating 
the  terms  in  his  possession,  for  they  are  deposited  in 
Court.  The  Plaintiff  was  paid  his  costs  of  the  eject- 
ment, and  even  if  a  lien  could  be  established,  the 
terms  are  now  extinguished  by  the  act  (8  &  9  Vict, 
c.  1 12).  If  the  Plaintiff  has  any  charge,  it  must  be  sub- 
ject to  all  the  Defendant's  securities,  for  the  effective 
registration  of  the  Plaintiff's  judgment  is  subsequent  to 

all 
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all  of  them.  This  question  depends  on  the  construe-  1855. 
tion  to  be  put  upon  the  acts  of  the  I  k2  Vict.  c.  110 
and  the  2  &  3  VicL  c.  11.  The  former  of  these  gives 
(s.  18)  to  decrees  and  orders,  &c.  the  effect  of  judg^ 
ments  in  the  Superior  Courts  of  Common  Law,  and 
provides  (s.  19),  that  such  decrees,  &c.  are  not  to  affect 
lands,  &c«  till  registered  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas ; 
aod  the  latter  act  provides  (s.  4),  that  all  judgments, 
decrees,  &c.  registered  under  the  provisions  of  1  &  2 
Vict.  c.  1 10,  shall,  after  the  expiration  of  five  years 
from  the  entry  thereof,  be  null  and  void  against  lands, 
&e.  as  to  purchasers,  mortgagees  or  creditors,  unless 
re^registered  within  five  years,  and  so  on  toties  quotie$. 
A  considerable  portion  of  Remnant's  charges  were  ef- 
fected prior  to  the  registration  of  the  Plaintiff's  judg- 
ment in  1841,  and  of  those  which  were  posterior  in 
point  of  date,  nearly  all  have  gained  priority.  A  judg- 
ment creditor  may  re-register  after  the  five  years  have 
expired,  but  the  question  is,  whether  that  re-registration 
operates  as  a  registry  of  a  judgment  of  that  date,  or 
has  reference  back  to  the  date  of  the  original  registry, 
80  as  to  give  it  priority  over  all  the  incumbrances  on 
the  estate  executed  in  the  meantime  ?  The  Plaintifi*'s 
registration  expired  on  the  30th  of  January,  1846,  and 
the  re-registration  was  not  until  November,  1846,  and 
daring  the  interval  the  judgment  became  null  and  void 
as  against  the  estate  and  incumbrancers  thereon,  and  the 
same  was  the  case  at  the  end  of  the  second  term  of  five 
years.  By  the  statute  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  82,  s.  2,  notice  of 
judgments  is  to  have  no  effect  as  against  incumbrancers, 
until  registration  or  re-registration,  as  the  case  may  be, 
and  consequently  Remnant  is  bound  by  notice  only  while 
there  is  a  subsisting  registration.  Unless  the  judgment 
is  re-entered  within  five  years,  the  original  entry  is  null 
and  void,  as  against  incumbrancers,  and  in  that  case,  an 
entry  afifcer  the  five  years  is  not  strictly  a  re-entry,  but 

a  new 
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a  new  entry  altogether,  as  appears  from  the  act  and  the 
form  in  the  books  of  the  Court,  and  the  fee  in  the  two 
cases.  The  judgment,  therefore,  dales  from  the  second 
re*entry. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  a  mortgage  for  a  par- 
ticular sum  and  further  advances  is  limited  in  its  opera- 
tion, by  a  judgment  or  mortgage  subsequently  obtained 
by  another  person,  or,  in  other  words,  whether,  where 
the  first  mortgage  extends  to  future  advances,  a  second 
mortgagee  takes,  subject  to  such  liability?  This  was 
decided  in  Gordon  v.  Graham  (a).  The  case  is  thus 
stated : — **  A.  mortgages  to  B,  for  a  term  of  years,  \o 
secure  a  sum  of  money  already  lent  to  il.,  as  also  such 
other  sums  as  should  hereafter  be  lent  or  advanced  to 
him.  A.  makes  a  second  mortgage  to  C  for  a  certain 
sum,  with  notice  of  the  first  mortgage :  and  then,  the 
first  mortgagee  having  notice  of  the  second  mortgage, 
lends  a  further  sum.  Per  Cowper,  Lord  Chancellor. 
The  second  mortgagee  shall  not  redeem  the  first  mort* 
gage  without  paying  as  well  the  money  lent  after,  as 
that  lent  before  the  second  mortgage  was  made ;  for  it 
was  the  folly  of  the  second  mortgagee,  with  notice,  to 
take  such  security.  But  upon  the  importunity  of  the 
Counsel,  it  was  ordered,  that  the  Master  should  report 
what  money  was  lent  by  the  first  mortgagee,  after  he  had 
notice  of  the  second  mortgage."  Johnson  v.  JBoume(b); 
Blackburn  v.  Warwick  (c).  A  subsequent  judgment 
creditor  cannot  be  in  a  better  position  than  a  subse- 
quent mortgagee. 

As  to  the  question  respecting  opening  the  accounts 
as  between  Remnant  and  Neale,  the  charges  of  fraud 

have 

(o)  7  Vin,  Abr.  52,  pi.  3 ;  2  (b)  2  F.  4"  C.  (C.  C.)  268. 

Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  598.  (c)  2  F.  4*  C.  (Exch  )  93. 
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have  been  in  a  great  measure  withdrawn  from  the  bill,  1855. 
and  there  is  nothing  to  impeach  the  transactions  which 
took  place  between  them  many  years  back.  A  taxation 
will  not  be  directed  after  long  acquiescence ;  Plender- 
leatk  V.  Fra9er{a)i  In  re  Rees(b);  Moss  v.  Bain- 
irigge(c);  and  if  everything  was  bona  fide^  and  the 
Defendant  Neale  does  not  dispute  the  accounts,  the 
Plaintiff  cannot  now  open  them.  They  referred  to 
Langstaffe  v.  Taylor  (d);  Blunden  v.  Desart(e),  on 
the  question  of  notice. 

Mr.  Roupell,  in  reply.  The  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  11,  s.  4, 
enacts,  that  all  registered  judgments  shall,  at  the  expi- 
ration of  five  years,  be  null  as  to  purchasers,  unless  re- 
registered within  "  five  years  before  the  execution  of  the 
conveyance,''  for  vesting  the  estate  in  '*  any  such  pur- 
chaser or  mortgagee,  for  valuable  consideration."  The 
five  years  would  therefore  date  from  the  conveyance  to 
the  purchaser.  This  cannot  apply  to  conveyances  an- 
terior to  the  expiration  of  the  five  years.  The  statute 
does  not  say  that  a  judgment  re-registered  after  five 
years  shall  be  null  and  void  as  against  prior  incum- 
brancers, or  that  it  is  to  take  date  only  from  the  time  of 
re-registration. 

Gordon  v.  Graham  has  been  disapproved  of,  and  the 
reasoning  is  inapplicable  to  a  judgment;  Brace  v.  The 
Duchess  of  Marlborough  (/).  A  further  advance  after 
notice  of  a  subsequent  incumbrance  must  stand  as  a 
mere  voluntary  payment,  for  there  exists  no  obligation 
to  lend  or  to  borrow  a  further  sum.  He  referred  to 
Langstaffe  v.  Taylor, 


(a)  3  Fei.  4-  B.  174.  (d)  14  Fei.  262. 

(ft)  12  Bern.  256.  {e)  2  Dru.  Sf  War.  405. 

(c)  18  Beat).  478.  (/)  2  P.  Wm,  491. 
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1866.  T^  MAffTBR  of  tie  Roixs  reserved  judgment 

Shaw  

«. 
Nbalb. 
Martk  23.         The  Masteb  ofthe  Rolls. 

The  Plaintiff  in  this  suit  was  fonnerly  the  solicitor  of 
James  Neale,  since  deceased,  who,  in  the  year  1836, 
was  employed  to  prosecute  a  claim  for  the  recovery  of 
an  estate  in  the  county  of  Laneasier,  in  which  he  was 
successful. 

In  Febmary,  1838,  under  the  advice  of  the  Rev,  Mr. 
TayloTf  a  gentleman  who  had  taken  a  lively  interest  in 
the  affsirs  of  James  Neale,  he  discharged  the  Plaintiff 
from  being  his  solicitor,  and  appointed  the  Defendant, 
Mt.  JRemfUinif  to  be  his  solicitor  in  his  place.  The 
Plaintiff  thereupon  asked  for  his  bill  of  costs  and  dis- 
bursements. The  Plaintiff  delivered  his  bill  in  April, 
1838,  which  was  taxed  under  an  order  of  the  Court,  and 
the  allocatur  of  the  Master  was  made  of  the  1 1th  of 
April,  1839,  finding  that  on  the  balance  of  the  bill  of 
costs  and  the  cash  account,  1,238/.  2f.  3d.  was  due  to 
the  Pkintiff. 

In  spite  of  the  exertions  of  the  Plaintiff  to  serve  James 
Neale  with  the  allocatur,  he  was  unable  to  do  so  until 
the  month  of  November,  1840,  and  consequently  he 
could  not  get  the  order  absolute  to  pay  the  amount  due 
until  the  28th  oi  January,  1841.  On  the  30th  of  that 
month  he  registered  the  order,  which,  under  the  statute, 
has  the  effect  of  a  judgment.  He  has  never  obtained 
payment,  and  he  has  re-registered  the  judgment  twice 
over,  once  on  the  30th  of  November,  1846,  and  again 
on  the  30th  of  November,  1852.  The  questions  in  this 
cause  are,  what  are  bis  rights  on  the  estate  so  recovered 
by  his  exertions,  as  against  the  Defendant  Remnant, 

who 
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who  has  various  Becurities  on  them  7  The  fee  simple  of  1855. 
the  property  recoTered  is  wholly  absorbed  by  the  com* 
bined  effect  of  the  charges  of  the  Plaintiff  and  Defend- 
ant James  Neak,  himself,  is  dead,  and  his  son,  who 
represents  him,  admits  this  to  be  the  case,  and  he 
neither  claims  nor  expects  any  benefit  from,  this  or  any 
other  proceedings  relating  to  this  property.  The  ques- 
tions, therefore,  lie  wholly  between  the  Plaintiff  and 
the  Defendant  Remnant. 

Various  claims  were  advanced,  but  that  the  Plaintiff 
is  an  incumbrancer  on  this  estate,  and  that  he  is  enti- 
tled to  a  decree  to  redeem  the  Defendant  MemTiani,  and 
foreclose  the  equity  of  redemption,  is  not  disputed. 
The  extent  of  his  incumbrance,  also,  is  not  in  question ; 
but  where  it  is  to  rank,  whether  before  all  or  any  of 
the  Defendant's  charges,  is  the  question  to  be  deter- 
mined. In  order  to  obtain  absolute  priority  over  the 
Defendant,  various  contentions  were  raised  by  the 
Plaintiff,  some  or  which  are  suggested  by  the  bill,  and 
were  urged  at  the  bearing  of  the  cause,  which  I  then 
disposed  of,  but  to  which  I  will  shortly  refer. 

The  first  of  these  was,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  a  lien  on  the  real  estate  recovered  for  the  amount  of 
his  charges  properly  incurred  in  so  doing.  This  was 
urged  on  the  principle  on  which  the  Court  acts,  when  it 
refuses  to  part  with  a  fund  in  Court,  produced  by  the 
exertion  of  a  solicitor,  until  his  costs  of  recovering  it 
have  been  discharged.  At  the  hearing  I  expressed  my 
opinion  that  no  such  lien  exists,  either  at  law  or  in 
equity,  on  a  real  estate  recovered  by  a  solicitor.  It  is, 
in  fact,  contrary  to  all  principle;  it  would,  in  truth, 
evade  the  provisions  of  the  Statute  or  Frauds  more  com- 
pletely even  than  the  case  of  an  equitable  mortgage  by 
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1855.       deposit  of  title  deeds^  and  would  be  obDoxious  to  many 
other  principles  which  I  adverted  to  at  that  time. 

It  was,  secondlyi  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  Plain- 
tiff, that  the  fact  of  registering  the  allocatur  of  the 
Master  had  the  effect  of  a  judgment,  and  created  a 
charge  on  the  estate,  but  this,  also,  I  decided  against 
the  Plaintiff,  such  a  claim  being  wholly  unsupported  by 
any  provision  to  be  found  in  the  statutes  of  1  &  2  Vici. 
c.  110,  or  of  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  11,  on  which  statutes  alone, 
if  at  all,  such  a  claim  could  rest.  The  sections  referred 
to  apply  only  to  orders  to  pay  a  sum  of  money,  but  the 
allocatur  of  the  Taxing  Master,  which  finds  the  amount 
due,  is  not  an  order  to  pay  that  amount,  which  must  be 
subsequently  obtained. 

In  the  third  place,  the  Plaintiff  contends,  by  reason 
of  the  conduct  of  the  Defendant  Remnant,  he,  the 
Plaintiff,  is  entitled  to  priority  over  all  the  incum- 
brances of  that  Defendant,  or  at  least  over  those 
which  are  subsequent  in  date  to  his  judgment;  and  as 
to  the  others,  even  if  he  be  not  entitled  to  priority,  he 
contends,  that  he  is  entitled  to  open  the  account  between 
James  Neale  and  the  Defendant,  and  that  Remnant  is 
only  to  be  allowed  so  much  as  would  appear  to  have 
been  the  amount  actually  due  to  him,  at  the  respective 
times  when  he  obtained  these  charges,  in  case,  at  that 
time,  an  account  had  then  been  taken  between  the  late 
Defendant  James  Neale  and  the  Defendant  Remnant, 
and  if  his  bills  of  costs  had  been  properly  taxed  at  that 
time. 

And,  fourthly,  the  Plaintiff  contends,  that  under  the 
clauses  of  the  statutes  above  referred  to,  he  is  entitled 
to  priority  over,  at  least,  all  those  charges  of  the  De- 
fendant which  are  subsequent  to  the  31st  of  January, 
1841,  when  the  Plaintiff  obtained  and  registered  an 
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order  against  Neale  to  pay  the  amounts  found  due  on  1865. 
the  Master's  taxation.  It  was  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
sidering the  various  rights  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the 
Derendant  Remnant  on  this  property,  on  these  latter  Nbalb. 
points,  that  I  reserved  my  judgment,  and  I  have  since 
read  through  the  evidence  and  correspondence!  and 
considered  these  points,  which  involve  some  questions 
of  nicety,  both  on  the  equities  arising  from  the  facts  of 
the  case  and  the  construction  to  be  put  on  several  of 
the  clauses  contained  in  the  statutes  I  have  referred  to. 

For  the  purpose  of  stating  these  questions,  and  the 
conclusion  to  which  I  have  come,  I  shall  shortly  refer  to 
the  dates  of  the  various  proceedings  and  acts  of  the 
parties.  I  shall  first  consider  them  wholly  irrespective 
of  the  questions  which  arise  on  the  statutes,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  delay  of  the  Plaintiff  to  register  his 
judgment  on  two  occasions,  as  I  have  already  stated, 
until  six  years  had  elapsed  Trom  the  date  of  the  previous 
registration.  In  the  second  place,  I  shall  consider  how 
the  rights  of  the  parties  are  affected  by  that  circum- 
stance. 

It  is  impossible,  in  reviewing  this  case,  not  to  be 
struck  with  the  disastrous  character  of  the  proceedings, 
so  far  as  regarded  the  interests  of  James  Neale  the 
father.  He  was  a  poor  man,  in  a  humble  situation 
in  life,  unable  to  read  or  write,  who  earned  his  subsist- 
ence by  daily  labour.  By  the  death  of  a  distant  re- 
lative, he  became  entitled,  as  his  heir,  to  property, 
apparently  of  considerable  value.  His  right  to  it  was 
established  in  an  action  at  law,  followed  by  a  com- 
promise, which  acknowledged  his  title  to  a  landed  pro- 
perty worth,  apparently,  3,000/.  or  4,000/.  With  the 
exception  of  a  few  shillings  a  week,  allowed  to  him  at 
the  latter  end  of  his  life  and  until  his  death,  he  has  re- 
ceived 
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ceived  nothing  from  his  success.  The  property  has 
been  wholly  lost  both  to  him  and  to  his  family,  and 
the  steps  taken  by  the  Rev.  Thomas  Taylor^  with  a 
sincere  desire  to  further  his  interest  and  afford  him  pro- 
tection, appear  to  me  to  have  accelerated,  if  they  did 
not  produce,  this  result. 

The  two  solicitors  have  been  quarrelling  about  the 
spoil,  until  not  only  the  whole  is  gone,  but  the  question 
now  arises,  which  of  the  two  is  to  exclude  the  other 
from  payment  of  that  portion  of  his  claim  which  the 
estate  will  be  insufficient  to  pay.  Neither  of  them 
appears  to  me  to  have  been  free  from  blame  in  this 
matter,  but  I  have  not  thought  it  proper  or  advisable 
that  I  should  state  more,  with  respect  to  the  conduct  of 
either,  than  is  necessary  to  make  clear  the  conclusion 
to  which  I  have  come. 

In  March,  1839,  shortly  before  the  Master  made  his 
allocatur,  the  Defendant  Remnant  obtained  from  Neale 
a  warrant  of  attorney  to  confess  judgment  for  1,000/., 
to  secure  the  sum  of  500/.  and  interest.  On  the  follow- 
ing day  judgment  was  entered  up  for  that  amount,  and 
the  judgment  was  registered.  Execution  was  issued 
by  writ  of  elegit,  and  the  Sheriff  delivered  possession 
of  the  property  to  the  Defendant  Remnant,  who  has 
ever  since  retained  possession  of  it,  and  received  the 
rents  which  have  since  accrued  due  thereon.  On  the 
12th  oi  June,  1839,  lAv,  Remnant  obtained  from  James 
Neale  a  mortgage  on  the  property,  to  secure  two  sums 
of  600/.  and  147/.  On  the  16th  oi  April,  1840,  articles 
of  agreement  were  entered  into  between  James  Neale 
and  Mr.  Remnant,  whereby  (afler  reciting  the  previous 
securities,  and  that  James  Neale  was  indebted  to  Rem- 
nant in  a  sum  of  380/.  %s.  bd.,  in  addition  to  the  former 
sums)  the  mortgaged  premises  were  made  subject  to 

this 
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this  further  charge  of  380/.  8^.  5(L,  with  interest  thereon,        1865. 
at  5/.  per  cent,  per  annum,  making  the  total  amount 
charged  1,027/.  8s.  5d.     On  the  22nd  of  January,  1841, 
immediately  before  the  order  to  pay,  a  further  agree- 
ment was  made  between  James  Neale  the  falher  and 
M.V.  Remnant,  by  which  it  was  agreed,  that  in  con- 
sideration of  the  sum  of  1,228/.,  then   expressed   to 
be  due  from  James  Neale  to  the  Defendant  Remnant^ 
all  the  estate  and  hereditaments  of  James  Neale  should 
be  charged   with   the    payment   thereof,   and   interest 
thereon,  at  the  rate  of  5/.  per  cent,  per  annum,  from 
the  date  thereof.     After  this,  en  the  30th  of  the  same 
month,  as  I  have  already  stated,  the  Plaintiff  registered 
bis  judgment  for  1 ,238/.  2s.  M.    On  the  8th  of  January, 
1844,   Mr.  Remnant   came    to   another  settlement  of 
account  with  James  Neale,  and  obtained  from  him  a 
fourth  mortgage  of  that  date,  which  was  expressed  to 
be  made  between  James  Neale  of  the  first  part,  J.  W. 
Remnant  of  the  second   part,  and  James  Henry  Good, 
therein  described,  of  the  third  part,  whereby  (after  re- 
citing the  previous  securities,  and  that  the  amount  then 
due  to  Defendant  Remnant  amounted  to  the  sum  of 
1,796/.,  and  that  in  order  to  discharge  that  amount,  as 
well  as  such  further  sums  as  might  still  arise  or  become 
due  to  him,  James  Neale  had  agreed  to  execute  the 
indenture  therein  mentioned)  it  was  witnessed,  that  in 
pursuance  of  the  agreement,  and  in  consideration  of  the 
amount  then  due  to  the  Defendant  Remnant,  and  also 
of  all  such  further  and  other  sums  as  Remnant  might 
advance  or  be  called  upon  to  pay,  Neale  conveyed  the 
estate  and  hereditaments  in  quetftion,  to  hold  the  same 
to  the  use  of  Good  in  fee,  upon  trust,  that  if  James 
Neale,  on  or  before  the  8th  of  July,  paid  to  Remnant 
the  sum  of  1,796/.  then  due,  and  all  further  sums  to  be 
lent  to  Neale  (not  exceeding  in  the  whole  the  principal 
sum  of  2,000/.  and  interest),  to  reconvey  the  same ;  but 
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1855.  if*  default  should  be  made,  then  upon  trust  to  sell  and 
apply  the  proceeds,  first,  in  puyment  of  the  expenses  of 
the  sale ;  secondly,  of  the  principal  sum  of  l,796/.,or  such 
other  principal  sum  as  might  be  then  due  to  Remnant^ 
and  all  interest  due  thereon ;  and  thirdly,  after  payment 
thereof,  to  pay  the  balance  to  James  Neale,  And  the 
indenture  contained  various  other  clauses  and  provisions, 
which  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  refer  to  in  detail. 
In  Marchy  1852,  a  settlement  of  account  was  come  to 
between  James  Neale  and  Remnant^  by  which  the 
amount  due  to  the  latter  was  settled  and  agreed  to  be 
2,248/.  9s.  lOrf. 

The  Plaintiff  contends,  that  all  these  securities  were 
obtained  with  a  view  of  defeating  his  judgment  and  his 
just  claim  for  costs,  due  for  business  done,  and  without 
which,  the  very  property  on  which  the  Defendant  had 
his  charges,  would  not  have  existed,  and  that  the  order 
for  the  payment  of  his  costs,  which  constitutes  his  judg- 
ment, was  purposely  delayed,  and  every  device  resorted 
to  for  that  purpose.  And  the  Plaintiff  contends,  that 
as  a  consequence  arising  from  this  conduct,  this  Court 
ought  to  treat  the  proceedings  of  the  Defendant  Rem- 
nant  as  fraudulent,  and  ought  to  postpone  his  charges 
to  that  of  the  Plaintiff.  I  expressed  my  opinion,  at 
the  time  of  the  hearing,  that  this  claim  could  not  be 
maintained,  and  that  whatever  may  be  the  opinion  of 
the  Court,  as  to  the  general  course  of  conduct  which 
has  wasted  this  poor  man's  estate,  I  see  no  ground  for 
acceding  to  the  contention  of  the  Plaintiff,  that  as  be- 
tween himself  and  the  Defendant,  he  is  entitled  to 
priority  over  him.  I  have  not  thought  it  necessary  to 
go  into  any  discussion  respecting  the  various  circum- 
stances bearing  on  this  point,  which  were  discussed  at 
considerable  length  before  me,  and  which  are  detailed, 
at  great  length,  in  the  evidence  and  correspondence. 

It 
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It  i«  sufficient  for  me  to  say,  that  I  see  nothing  in  the  I85S. 
condact  of  the  Defendant  which  should  disentitle  him 
10  the  fiiir,  legal  and  equitable  rights  which  belong  to 
him,  and  are  incidental  to  his  securities ;  nor  do  I  see 
anything  in  the  conduct  of  the  Plaintiff  which  should 
dis«ititle  him  to  the  same  consideration.  I  see  great 
hostility  between  them  from  the  beginning.  I  see,  on 
the  paK  of  the  Plaintiff,  a  disinclination  to  accept  any 
reasonable  offer,  which  might  assist  either  Jame$  Neale 
or  the  Defendant  Remnant^  and  I  see,  on  the  part  of 
that  Defendant,  a  desire,  in  consequence  of  such  re- 
fusal, to  visit  upon  the  Plaintiff  such  consequences  as 
might  frustrate  or  delay  his  obtaining  the  amount  of  his 
just  claim  <m  James  Neale, 

The  next  point  I  have  to  consider,  subject  to  those 
I  have  already  mentioned,  is  whether  the  Plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  open  the  account  as  between  the  Defendant 
Remnant  and  James  Neale,  whether  he  is  now  at  liberty 
to  canvass  the  propriety  of  each  item,  including  therein 
the  bills  of  costs  which  constituted  the  amount  for 
which  the  security  was  given.  I  stated  at  the  hearing, 
and  I  repeat  my  opinion^  that  in  no  event  could  the 
position  of  the  Plaintiff  stand  higher  than  that  in  which 
James  Neale  would  have  stood,  had  he  now  sought  to 
take  this  account,  and  that  if  James  Neale  could  not 
have  been  permitted  to  go  into  such  an  inquiry,  the 
Plaintiff  is  also  concluded.  In  saying  this,  I  desire  not 
to  have  »t  supposed  that  I  put  the  rights  of  the  Plaintiff 
as  high  as  those  of  Neale  would  have  been,  but  I  am 
confident,  at  least,  that  he  can  stand  no  higher.  Re- 
garding then  the  case  in  this  point  of  view,  although 
I  am  by  no  means  satisfied  with  what  I  see  of  the 
accounts  of  Mr.  Remnant,  and  although  I  am  also 
satisfied  that  Mr.  Tatflor  had  no  means  of  judging  of 
the  propriety  of  the  bills  delivered,  and  that,  in  fiict, 
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James  Neale^  m  the  matter  of  these  securities,  was  inops 
consiliiy  still,  after  an  acquiescence  of  ten  years  in  bills 
of  costs  and  in  an  account  stated,  I  should  not  allow 
James  Neale  to  open  such  an  account,  unless  actual 
fraud,  such  as  intentional  misrepresentation  or  conceal- 
ment, were  proved.  But  this,  as  I  have  already  said, 
is  already  disposed  of  in  this  case.  The  result  is,  that 
the  Plaintiff  must  take  the  accounts  of  the  Defendant 
Remnant  as  he  finds  them  settled  by  the  Defendant 
Neale^  and  that  he  is  not  entitled  now  to  open  them  or 
tax  the  bill  of  costs. 


This  brings  me  to  the  next  question,  which  is  one 
of  difficulty  and  of  considerable  importance,  viz.  the 
position  in  which  the  Plaintiff's  securities  are  to  rank 
in  the  order  of  the  securities  affecting  this  estate,  and 
to  consider  which  question  was  the  principal  reason  for 
postponing  my  decision.  It  follows,  as  a  matter  of 
course  from  what  I  have  stated,  that  the  Defendant 
Remnani's  securities,  which  are  prior  in  point  of  date, 
must  at  all  events  rank  before  the  registered  order  of 
the  Plaintiff  on  the  30th  of  yanu/^ry,  1841,  and  that 
consequently,  at  all  events,  Remnant  must  stand  as 
the  first  incumbmncer  on  this  property  for  the  sum  of 
1,228/.  and  interest  thereon,  at  5/.  per  cent,  per  annum, 
from  the  22nd  oi  January ^  1841. 


The  next  question  contended  for  by  the  Defendant  JRem- 
nant  is,  that  he  is  entitled  to  priority  over  the  Plaintiff 
in  respect  of  his  subsequent  securities,  and  that  is  con- 
tended for  on  two  grounds ;  the  first  is,  that  the  first 
security,  viz.  that  of  the  12th  of  June^  1839,  was  to 
secure  647/.  and  future  advances,  and  that  this  will 
give  priority  to  all  subsequent  advances,  although  made 
with  notice  of  the  charge  of  the  Plaintiff;  and  secondly, 
on  the  ground  that,  according  to  the  true  construction 

of 
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of  the  statutes  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  1 10,  and  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  1 1, 
which  creates  the  PlaintifF*s  charge,  it  bears  date  only 
as  if  created  at  the  date  of  the  second  registration 
thereof,  that  is  on  the  30th  of  November ^  1852. 

On  the  first  point,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Defendant 
Remnant  is  not  entitled  to  stand  as  an  inchmbrancer 
on  the  estate  before  the  Plaintiff,  in  respect  of  advances 
made  subsequently  to  the  registered  order  of  the  30th 
January^  1841,  of  which  he  had  full  notice.  The  law 
with  respect  to  the  question  whether  a  second  incum- 
brancer who  takes,  subject  to  a  prior  mortgage  expressed 
to  secure  a  sum  then  due,  and  also  future  advances,  is 
entitled  to  priority  over  the  advances  made  subsequently 
to  his  security  by  the  first  incumbrancer  with  notice  of 
such  second  incumbrancer,  is  a  point  not  free  from 
doubt  on  the  authorities.  The  ground  on  which  it  is 
put,  in  favour  of  the  first  mortgagee  who  claims  priority 
for  his  subsequent  advances,  is,  that  the  second  mort- 
gagee might,  by  a  tender  of  the  amount  due  to  the  first 
mortgagee,  have  stopped  all  further  advances  ;  and  the 
case  of  Gordon  v.  Oraham  (a)  is  cited,  where  Lord 
Cowper  held,  that  the  second  incumbrancer  having,  when 
he  advanced  his  money,  notice  of  the  nature  of  Uie  first 
mortgage,  could  not  redeem  the  first  mortgage  with- 
out payment  of  the  sum  advanced  by  the  first  mortgagee 
after  he  had  received  notice  of  the  second  incumbrance. 
This  decision  has  not  met  with  the  unanimous  approba- 
tion of  the  profession.  Mr.  Powell  (b),  in  his  Treatise 
on  Mortgages,  doubts  the  soundness  of  the  decision ;  and 
Lord  St.  Leonards^  in  JBlunden  v.  Desart  (c),  says,  that 
"  even  in  the  case  of  a  first  mortgage,  whether  legal 
or  equitable,  covering  future  advances,  it  deserves  further 

consideration, 

(a)  7  Vin.  Ah.  52,  pi.  3 ;  2      edit.),  534,  n. ;  but  see  4  Byth. 
Eg,  Ca.  Ah,  598.  (2nd  edit.),  427. 

(6)  PovkU  on  Mortgages  (6th  (c )  2  Dm.  *  War.  405. 
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consideration,  whether  it  would  be  safe  to  rely,  in  all 
cases,  upon  Gordon  v.  Chraham^  as  an  authority  that 
advances  may  be  safely  made  after  the  first  mortgagee 
has  notice  of  a  second  mortgage." 

This  case  of  Gordon  v,  Graham  has  never,  I  believe, 
been  treated  as  an  authority  for  holding,  that  the  doc* 
trine  applied  to  the  case  of  a  second  incumbrancer,  who 
advanced  his  money  without  notice  of  the  first  mort- 
gage. Lord  Cowper  certainly  relies  on  the  feet  of  notice  ; 
for  he  observes,  that  "  it  was  the  folly  of  the  second 
mortgagee,  with  notice  [of  the  first  incumbrance]  to  take 
such  a  security,"  This  reasoning  obviously  feils  to 
apply  to  the  case  of  a  second  incumbrancer,  who  not 
only  had  no  notice  of  the  prior  incumbrance,  but  who 
obtains  his  charge  on  the  estate,  not  by  reason  of  any 
contract  with  the  owner,  but  by  operation  of  law,  which 
gives  to  the  registered  order  to  pay  the  effect  of  an 
incumbrance  on  the  land,  for  a  debt  which  the  debtor 
had  refused  or  was  unable  to  pay  to  the  creditor. 
Neither  do  I  see,  in  the  present  case,  how  the  Plaintiff 
could,  by  tender  to  Remnant,  have  stopped  further  ad- 
vances to  the  Defendant  James  Neale,  There  is  no  proof 
before  me  of  when  the  Plaintiff  first  became  acquainted 
with  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  lien  claimed  by  the 
Defendant  Remnant;  nor,  considering  the  feelings 
existing  between  these  parties,  does  it  appear  to  me 
probable  that  anything  short  of  a  suit  in  this  Court 
could  have  obtained  for  the  Plaintiff  that  information. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  independently 
of  the  questions  which  arise  on  the  construction  of  the 
statutes  to  which  I  am  next  to  refer,  that  the  Defendant 
Remnant  is  not  entitled  to  priority  over  the  Plaintiff,  in 
respect  of  what  may  be  due  to  him  for  sums  advanced 

subsequently 
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subsequently  to  the  30th  January^  1841,  when  he  had        1856. 
notice  of  the  PlaintifTs  security. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  under  the  provisions  of 
the  statutes  1  &2  Vict.  c.  110,  and  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  11, 
the  judgment  of  the  Plaintiff  has  not  lost  its  priority. 
For  this  purpose  the  case  may  be  thus  stated : — On  the 
30th  January^  1841,  the  Plaintiff  registered  his  judg- 
ment against  James  Neale  the  father,  and  acquired  a 
charge  on  his  estate.  On  the  8th  January ^  1844,  and 
when  this  judgment  was  in  full  force,  the  Defendant 
Remnant  obtained  a  mortgage  for  1,796/.  then  due  to 
him.  On  the  30th  January^  1846,  the  five  years  had 
expired  from  the  date  of  the  judgment  being  first  regis- 
tered, and  no  new  register  was  made  of  it.  It  was 
revived,  by  a  fresh  registry  of  it,  on  the  30th  November^ 
1846 ;  that  registry  was  again  allowed  to  expire  on  the 
30th  November f  1851,  and  the  judgment  was  again 
revived  by  a  third  registering  of  it  on  the  30th  November^ 
1852,  which  is  still  in  force. 

By  the  4th  sect,  of  the  stat.  of  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  11,  it 
is  enacted,  ''  That  all  judgments,"  &c. ;  and  by  the  5th 
section  it  is  enacted,  **  That  as  against  purchasers,*'  &c. 
The  2nd  section  of  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  82,  is  as  follows  : — 
"  Whereas,"  &c.  I  think  it  clear,  on  the  construction 
of  these  clauses,  that  the  previous  registrations  of  this 
order  are  to  be  treated  as  nothing.  It  is  true,  that  it 
was  under  the  first  statute  a  valid  and  subsisting  charge, 
when  the  Defendant  Remnant  advanced  his  money  or 
obtained  his  security ;  but  it  ceased  to  be  any  charge  at 
all  when  the  five  years  had  elapsed,  and  it  became,  so 
far  as  regards  his  interest,  exactly  as  if  it  had  been  paid 
off,  and  the  registration  again  operates  only  as  if  a  new 
judgment  had  been  created  and  a  new  charge  had  been 
put  on  the  land.     Under  the  statute,  therefore,  1  am  of 

opinion 
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opioioD  that  the  Plaintiff  cao  only  rank  as  an  incnro- 
brancer  from  the  30th  November,  1852.  The  stataie 
does  not  affect  any  right  which  the  Plaintiff  might  have 
independently  of  its  provisions,  but  except  under  the 
statute  this  order  would  have  no  effect  on  the  land  of 
James  Neale. 

The  resnlt  is,  that  the  Defendant  Remnant  must  be 
treated  as  the  prior  incumbrancer,  in  respect  of  all 
mortgages  created  by  Neale  in  his  favour  prior  to  the 
30th  November,  1852,  and  that  I  must  make  the  usual 
decree  of  redemption  as  against  a  mortgagee  in  posses- 
sion,—  that  is,  take  an  account  of  what  is  due  to 
Defendant  Remnant,  for  principal  and  interest  on  the 
mortgage  securities  executed  in  his  favour  by  James 
Neale  prior  to  the  30th  November,  1852,  and  take  an 
account  of  rents  and  profits  of  the  mortgaged  premises 
received  by  him,  and  of  his  application  thereof,  in  the 
usual  way  as  against  a  mortgagee  in  possession,  from 
the  time  of  his  taking  possession  thereof,  and  the  usual 
redemption  on  payment  thereof,  and  his  costs  of  the 
suit.  The  Plaintiff  must  be  at  liberty  to  add  what  he 
shall  have  paid  to  Remnant,  together  with  his  costs  to 
his  debt,  and  there  must  be  the  usual  decree  of  fore- 
closure against  the  other  Defendants,  in  case  they  shall 
not  pay  this  amount  at  the  appointed  time  to  the 
Plaintiff. 

Liberty  to  apply. 


Note.— In  Beavan  v.  The  Earl  of  Oxford  (23rd  November,  1855), 
H  was  held  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  and  Loid  Justice  Turner  (Lord 
Justice  Knight  firtire,  dubitante),  that  the  omission  to  re-register 
within  the  five  years  did  not  give  priority  to  an  existing  ptiiffif  judg- 
ment   See  also  the  recent  sUtute  of  the  18  &  19  VicL  c.  15,  s.  6. 
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TURNER  t^.  LETTS. 

March  24. 

rpHE  testator,  Oeorge  Richards,  bequeathed  the  re-  Aperw>ncan 

■^      sidue  of  bis  estate,  which  consisted  chiefly  of  y^Jf  <S^deeds 

leaseholds  and  shares,  in  trust  for  his  wife  for  life,  and  as  against  him- 

after  her  decease  upon  trust  for  his  daughters  for  their  extent  of  his 

separate  use  for  life,  and  afterwards  for  their  children ;  own  interest. 
,  ,  .••..-  ,  ,  ,    ,  In  a  suit  to 

and  he  appointed  bis  wife  and  two  others  (who  re-  recover  spe- 

nounced)  executrix  and  executors  and   trustees  of  his  ?}^  chattels, 
'  It  IS  not  ne- 

will.  cessary,  as  in 

trover,  to 

The  testator  died  in  November,  1842,  and  the  widow  version. 

alone  proved  the  will   and   enjoyed   the  property  in  ,  ^-^J^^ 

specie  without  conversion  till  1864.  persons  enti- 

tled in  remain- 
der against  the 
On  the  31st  of  January,  1854,  the  suit  of  Waeick  v.  executrix  (who 

Richards  was    instituted    by   four  of    the    testator's  tenant  for  life) 

daughters  (the   present   Plaintifi;  Mrs.  Turner,  being  J^Y/^^j*^™}' 

one)  against  the  widow,  Mary  Richards,  and  others  for  the  estate. 

the  sale  and  conversion  of  the  property,  and  to  carry  Jr ^  pe^nc* 

the  trusts  of  the  testator's  will  into  execution.     In  this  the  suit,  and 

suit,  Mrs.  Richards  put  in  her  answer,  claiming  to  be  claimed  a  lien 

entitled  to  enjoy  the  property  in  specie,  but  before  the  J^TJ"  *?**?  ®° 

cause  came  on  to  be  heard,  and  in  December,  1864,  Mrs.  to  leaseholds 

Richards  died,  having  appointed  the  Defendant  Letts  Z^^"^^  l'***^  . 
'  o      »  r  i,een  placed  m 

and  another  executors  of  her  will.  his  hands  b^ 

the  executrix. 

On  the  death  of  Mrs.  Richards,  the  Plaintiff,  Mrs.  the  Rolls  was 

Turner,  of  opinion, 

that  independ- 
ently of  the  suit,  the  executrix  could  ffi%'e  no  lien  as  against  those  in  remainder,  for 
costs  for  which  she  was  personally  liaUe,  and  that  in  the  suit,  the  costs  had  been  lost 
J>^  the  abatement,  and  therefore  that  no  lien  existed.  But  the  Lords  Justices  con- 
sidered, that  the  solicitor's  Hen  depended  on  whether  the  executrix  was  or  not  indebted 
to  the  estate,  and  they  put  this  in  a  train  of  investigation. 
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1866.  Turner,  one  of  the  daughters  of  the  testator,  obtained 
letters  of  administration  de  bonis  non  to  the  testator's 
estate. 


TORNBR 

V. 

Letts. 


A  bill  of  revivor  and  supplement  was  filed  by  the 
Plaintiffs  in  TFoetcA  v.  IZtcAarA  (other  than  Mrs.  Turner)^ 
but  no  legal  personal  representative  of  Mrs.  Richards 
was  made  a  party.  A  decree  was  made  in  both  the 
original  and  supplemental  causes  to  take  the  accounts  as 
against  Mrs.  Turner,  but  not  as  against  Mrs.  Richards 
or  h^r  representatives. 

The  Defendant  Letts  was  the  solicitor  of  Mrs. 
Richards  in  the  suit  of  Waeick  v.  Richards,  and  Mrs. 
Richards  had  delivered  to  him  the  title  deeds  and  papers 
belonging  to  the  testator's  estate.  Letts  now  refused  to 
deliver  them  up  to  the  Plaintiff  Mrs.  Turner,  the 
administratrix  de  bonis  non  of  her  father,  on  the  ground 
that  he  had  a  lien  on  them  for  his  costs  for  business 
done  for  Mrs.  Richards  in  the  suit. 

The  Plaintiff,  Mrs.  Turner,  thereupon  filed  her  bill 
against  Letts  for  the  delivery  of  the  title  deeds. 

Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  Macnaghten,  for  the  Plaintiff. 
Mrs.  Richards  sustained  two  characters;  she  was  both 
tenant  for  life  and  executrix.  As  tenant  for  life,  her  power 
over  the  deeds  did  not  extend  further  than  her  own  in- 
terest in  the  property,  which  ceased  on  her  death,  and 
then  both  the  estate  and  the  deeds  belonged  to  those  in 
remainder,  or  to  the  Plaintiff,  as  representative  of  the 
testator.  Though  a  solicitor  has  a  lien  on  his  client's 
own  papers,  Worrall  v.  Johnson  (a),  yet  that  lien  is 
limited  to  the  interest  of  the  client  in  them,  Pelly  v. 
Wathen  (6) ;  for  no  one  can  give  a  lien  on  deeds  to  a 

solicitor 

(a)  2  Jac.  4  If.  214.        (A)  7  Hare,  351 ;  \De  G.,  M.  *  G.  16. 
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Bolicitor  or  a  higher  nature  than  the  interenthe  himself       1856. 

has  in  the  deeds;  Molesworih  v.  Robbing  (a).  ^^^-^^ 

TuRNiia 

V. 

But  it  will  be  said,  that  she  had  power,  as  executrix,  Lktti. 
to  give  a  lien.  This  may  be  true  as  against  herself  and 
her  own  interest,  but  it  would  be  ineffectual,  both  as 
against  the  administratrix  de  bonis  non  and  the  persons 
who,  at  her  death,  became  entitled  to  the  estate,  and 
who  thereupon  had  a  right  to  the  muniments  of  title.  The 
case  might  be  different  if  Mrs.  Richards  had  incurred 
costs  in  the  general  administration  of  the  estate,  or  had 
a  balance  due  to  her,  the  right  to  which  she  might  have 
transferred,  but  here  the  suit  was  adverse  to  her  as 
tenant  for  life,*  and  its  object  was,  to  obtain  redress 
against  her  mal-administration  of  the  estate,  and  to  pre- 
vent her  enjoying  the  leaseholds  in  specie.  Nothing 
was  doe  to  her  from  the  estate,  but  the  contrary. 

The  employment  of  a  solicitor  by  a  trustee,  in  respect 
of  the  trust  estate,  gives  him  no  lien,  Hall  v.  Laver  (&); 
nor  can  a  solicitor  refuse  to  deliver  up,  on  the  ground  of 
lien,  documents  deposited  with  him  for  the  mere  purposes 
of  a  suit,  and  particularly  where  others  have  an  interest 
therein  ;  Baker  v.  Henderson  (c) ;  Bell  v.  Taylor  {d) ; 
Warburton  v.  Edge  {e) ;  Francis  v.  Francis  (/). 

Mr.  R.  Palmer,  Mr.  Lloyd,  and  Mr.  F.  T  White, 
for  Mr.  Letts.  There  is  a  misapprehension  of  the  prin- 
ciples and  authorities  applicable  to  this  case,  which  has 
reference  to  documents  in  the  hands  of  an  executrix,  re- 
lating not  to  real  but  to  the  personal  estate  alone,  over 
which  an  executrix  has  the  complete  control.    The  will 

itself 

(a)  2  Jonet  Sf  Lai.  358.  (J)  8  Sim.  216. 

(6)  1  Hare,  571.  (e)  9  Sim.  508. 

(f)  4  Sim.  27.  (/)  2  De  O.,  M.  *  G.  73. 


Turm; 
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1855.  itself  empowers  the  executors  to  retain  and  reimburse 
themselves  all  costs^  &c.  which  they  may  be  put  to  in 
the  execution  of  the  trust.     But  quite  independent  of 

Letts.  this  power,  an  executor,  if  he  incurs  costs  in  the  execu- 
tion of  his  office,  may  alien  a  portion  of  the  personal 
estate  for  their  payment ;  he  has  an  absolute  power  of 
.  disposition  over  the  whole  personal  assets  {a) ;  he  may 
pledge  or  mortgage  them,  and  even  give  to  a  mortgagee 
a  power  of  sale  ;  Russell  v.  Plaice  (6).  If  he  can  sell  or 
mortgage  to  pay  costs,  he  can  equally  create  a  valid 
lien  for  the  same  purpose,  or  to  secure  them.  If  he 
incur  costs,  he  has  a  right  to  retain  the  assets  and  the 
deeds  until  payment,  and  his  solicitor  has  an  equal 
right. 

But  this  is  the  suit  of  the  personal  representative 
of  the  testator,  and  the  Plaintiff  represents  the  same 
interest  as  Mrs.  Richards.  She  has  succeeded  to  the 
office  of  and  stands  in  the  same  situation  as  Mrs. 
Richards  herself,  and  she  is  bound  by  the  same  obii* 
gations,  unless  Mrs.  Richards  has  been  guilty  of  some 
breach  of  trust.  If,  therefore,  Mrs.  Richards  could 
not  obtain  the  deeds  from  Mr.  Letts  without  payment 
of  his  costs,  so  neither  can  the  Plaintiff. 

It  is  said,  that  Mrs.  Richards  has  established  no  claim 

or  lien  on  the  estate  in  the  suit  of  Waeick  v.  Richards, 

The  answer  is,  that  the  present  Plaintiff  has,  by  the 

decree  obtained  by  her,  prevented  the  account   being 

taken  as  regards  Mrs.  Richards  or  her  representative. 

They  have  been  waived,  and  the  account  directed  by 

the  decree  is  merely  of  the  personal  estate  come  to  the 

hands  of  the  present  Plaintiff,  and  what  part  is  out* 

standing.     In  truth,  a  general    account  could  not  be 

taken 
(a)  1  WiUiamt  on  Erecutors,      Chap.  I. 
(4th  edit.),  Part  II.,   Book  I.,  (6)  18  Beat.  21. 
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taken  in  the  abeence  of  a  full  legal  personal  representa- 
tive of  the  testator,  and  there  was  a  mere  administrator 
de  bonis  non  before  the  Court  in  the  suit. 

Lastly,  the  suit  is  in  the  nature  of  an  action  of  trover^ 
and  no  conversion  has  been  proved,  which,  at  law, 
would  be  essential  to  support  such  an  action.  Beames 
on  Costs  (a)  was  also  cited. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion,  in  this  case,  that  the  Defendant  has 
DO  lien  upon  these  deeds.  It  is  quite  settled,  both  by 
principle  and  authority,  that  no  person  can  give  a  lien 
upon  deeds,  as  against  another  person;  he  can  only 
give  a  lien  as  against  himself,  and  to  the  extent  of  his 
own  interest.  In  this  case,  Mt%.  Richards  undoubtedly 
has  given  a  perfectly  good  and  complete  lien  to  Mr. 
LettSf  as  against  herself,  and  she  could  not  obtain  these 
papers  from  Mr.  Letts  without  paying  him  everything 
which  he  was  justly  entitled  to  as  her  solicitor.  After 
her  death,  Mr.  Letts  was  still  entitled  to  any  lien  upon 
these  papers  which  the  executrix  had  as  against  the 
Plaintiff;  but,  in  my  opinion,  she  had  none.  The  burden 
of  proof  lies  upon  the  Defendant  to  make  out  his  lien  ; 
and  independently  of  the  suit  of  Waeich  v.  Richardsy 
and  what  took  place  in  it  (the  effect  of  which  I  shall 
presently  consider),  the  case  is  the  same  as  if  the 
lien  had  been  created  by  the  executrix  in  favour  of 
a  mere  stranger.  Suppose  Mrs.  Richards  to  be  still 
alive,  but  by  reason  of  some  event  that  had  happened, 
her  interest  in  the  estate  had  ceased,  these  deeds  and 
papers  which  relate  to  property  of  which  she  was  tenant 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  Plaintiff  and  other  per- 
sons, for  whom  the  Plaintiff  is  now  trustee,  they  would 
properly  have  been  in  the  custody  of  the  executrix,  so 

long 
(fl)  Chapter  IV. 


TUKMBR 
V, 
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1855.  long  &8  she  wfts  tenant  for  life,  but  when  her  interest 
ceased,  they  belonged  to  the  persons  who  then  became 
entitled  to  the  property.     If  she  were  still  alive,  the 

Lbttv.  question  would  be  this  : — What  lien  has  she  upon  these 
papers  ?  and  it  would  be  essential  for  Mr.  Letts  to  show 
that  she  had  still  a  lien  upon  them,  as  against  the 
Plaintiff. 

It  has  been  argued,  that  there  is,  in  point  of  fact,  in 
the  Plaintiff  a  mere  continuance  of  the  estate  and 
character  of  the  legal  personal  representative  of  the 
original  testator.  That  is  so,  but  the  debt  which  was 
due  frooi  the  executrix  to  Mr.  Letts^  was  not  due  from 
her  in  her  character  of  executrix,  but  was  due  from  her 
personally ;  and  whether  she  had  assets  or  not  of  the 
testator,  she  would  have  been  bound  to  pay  every  penny 
to  Mr.  Letts,  and  he  would  have  a  right  to  sue  her 
personally,  whether  she  had  any  assets  or  not.  No 
doubt,  in  one  sense,  the  debt  was  incurred  by  proceed- 
ings relative  to  her  oflSce  of  executrix,  but  it  was  not 
a  debt  due  from  her  in  her  character  of  executrix  or 
legal  personal  representative ;  for  if  so,  she  would  only 
have  been  liable  to  the  amount  of  assets  which  she  had 
received,  but  she  in  point  of  ikct  was  personally  liable 
for  the  whole  amount  due. 

I  will  assume,  in  favour  of  Mr.  Letts,  that  if  the  suit 
of  Waeick  v.  Richards  had  proceeded  to  a  decree,  Mrs. 
Richards  would  have  been  entitled  to  her  costs.  But 
in  what  way  could  those  co^  be  now  obtained  for 
Mrs.  Richards*s  estate  ?  The  legal  personal  represen- 
tative could  not  revive  the  suit  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  them.  It  is  the  rule  of  the  Court,  which  in 
a  great  many  cases  may  work  considerable  injustice, 
that  you  cannot  revive  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
costs.  The  legal  personal  representative  of  Mrs.  Rich- 
ards, therefore,  would  have  no  means  of  obtaining  those 

costs 
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costs  after  her  death.  If  the  costs  of  that  suit  formed  186S. 
part  of  Mrd.  Richards*$  estate,  I  do  not  hesitate  to  say, 
that  Mr.  Letts  would  be  entitled  to  a  specific  lien  upon 
them,  and  that  the  legal  personal  reptesetitative  of 
Mrs.  Richards  might  have  been  entitled  to  retain  the 
deeds  until  the  costs  had  been  paid,  which  might  have 
created  a  lien  in  favour  of  Mr.  Letts;  but  I  see  no 
means  by  which  those  costs  can  be  made  part  of  Mrs. 
Richards's  estate,  or  by  which  her  legal  personal  repre- 
sentatives could  recover  them.  The  case,  I  think, 
cannot  stand  difierently  from  what  it  would  if  Mrs. 
Richards  were  now  alive,  and  the  suit  were  discontinued 
and  her  interest  in  the  estate  had  determined.  In  that 
case,  the  persons  in  remainder  would  be  entitled  to 
recover  those  deeds  and  papers;  but  if  she  had  a  lien 
upon  them  in  respect  of  any  costs,  she  would  be  entitled 
to  retain  them  for  that  purpose,  and  Mr.  Letts  would 
stand  in  her  place ;  but  no  costs  would  be  due  to  her. 

I  also  consider  that  the  institution  of  a  suit  makes 
no  difference  in  that  respect.  If  I  am  right  in  this, — 
(which  is  the  principle  and  foundation  of  ray  decision,) 
that  this  is  a  personal  claim  of  Mr.  Letts  against  Mrs. 
Richards,  and  simply  against  her  estate;  and  that  con- 
sequently she  could  give  no  lien  upon  the  deeds,  other 
than  that  which  she  herself  possessed  ;  that  the  burden 
of  proof  lies  upon  Mr.  Letts,  and  that  he  has  failed  m 
proving  any  such  lien. 

It  has  been  suggested,  that  if  this  were  an  action  at 
law,  it  would  be  tiecessary  to  prove  conversion ;  that 
is,  a  resistance  to  deliver  up  the  documents  sought  to 
be  recovered.  That  is  so  at  law,  but  in  equity  the  Court 
looks  at  the  case  made  by  the  Defendant;  it  is  not 
necessary  to  apply  to  a  Defendant  before  a  suit  is  insti- 
tuted; but  if  the  Defendant  says,  **  If  you  had  applied 
to  me,  I  should  not  have  contested  your  claim/'  then^ 

undoubtedly, 
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1855.  undoubtedly,  he  gets  the  costs  of  it;  but  if  it  appears 
that  an  application  would  have  been  useless,  and  that 
the  Defendant  resists  at  the  hearing,  the  Court  looks 
at  the  case  exactly  in  the  same  point  of  view  as  if  that 
right  had  been  insisted  upon  before  the  bill  bad  been 
filed ;  and  in  fact  that  is  what  has  taken  place  in  this 
particular  case.  That  this  is  a  case  of  great  hardship 
against  Mr.  Letts,  I  think  no  one  can  doubt;  because 
Mr.  Letts  has  been  honestly  employed  in  using  his  ex- 
ertions for  the  benefit  of  a  client,  with  relation  to  a  suit, 
which  seems  to  have  been  conducted  in  raising  points 
which  might  have  affected  Mrs,  Richards  ;  and  though 
I  express  no  opinion  as  to  what  the  result  of  the  suit 
would  have  been,  or  whether  she  would  have  been  en- 
titled, if  it  had  been  ultimately  decided,  to  the  costs 
of  the  suit ;  yet,  in  the  result  of  what  has  happened, 
Mr.  Letts  is  debarred  from  claiming  the  costs  of  that 
suit,  except  against  the  estate  of  Mrs.  Richards,  and, 
by  reason  of  the  discontinuance  of  it,  it  cannot  now  be 
ascertained  whether  these  costs  could  be  claimed  by 
her  against  the  present  owners  of  these  deeds. 

I  have  already  determined,  in  a  case  in  which  I  gave 
judgment  yesterday  (a),  that  a  solicitor  does  not  acquire 
a  lien  upon  an  estate  recovered  in  the  suit.  That  is 
totally  distinct  from  the  question  of  having  a  lien  upon 
papers  created  by  the  client  himself. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  in  this  case,  that  there  is 
no  lien  upon  these  papers,  and  that  they  must  be  deli- 
vered up  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  Defendant  must  pay 
the  costs  of  suit. 

(a)  Shaw  V.  Neale,  ante,  p.  157. 

Note. — Upon  appeal  to  the  Lords  Justices  (28th  Afoy,  1855),  they 
considered,  that  if  the  deeds  were  in  the  hands  of  the  widow,  they  could 
not  be  taken  out  of  her  possession  without  indemnifying  her  from  the 
costs  of  the  suit  instituted  against  her.  But  as  it  was  alleged  that  she 
was  a  debtor  to  the  estate,  they  held  that  that  fact  must  be  inves- 
tigated and  that  the  question  of  law  must  stand  over. 
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HUGHES  V.  ELLIS. 

March  1. 
rriHE  testator,  by  his  will,  dated  in  1823,  expressed  A  testator  be- 
■*■     himself  as  follows : — *'  I  direct  that  all  my  just  ?^duary  ei! 
debts,  funeral  expenses,  the  expenses  of  proving  this  ^5®  *°  *^" 
my  will,   and  all   other    expenses    attendant  thereon  executors,  ad- 
be   first    paid    by   ray   executrix,    hereinafter   named,  ""'n*"'*^*®",, 
out  of  my  personal  estate,   and   from   and  after  the  but  if  she  died 
payment  of  the   same,  I  give  and  bequeath   the   re-  h|l*J|fii%lJ" 
mainder  of  all  my  personal  estate  and  effects,  of  what  that  it  should 
nature  or  kind  the  same  may  be,  in  manner  following :  to  il.  and  B. 
videlicet — I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  mother,  Anne  T^®^!^^'^*" 
Davies,  the  sum  of  one  shilling.     Also,  I  give  and  be-  testator.  Held, 
queath  to  my  brother  Hvgh,  and  my  sisters>  Margaret,  ^f  tt^Tdrou^ 
Anne,  Elizabeth,  Sarah  and  Mary,  each  the  sum  of  one  stance),  that 
shilling;  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  dear  wife  ilfary,  aftefLnabso- 

the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  all  my  estate,  whe-  1"^  interest, 

•  .  was  void, 

ther  leasehold,  real  or  personal,  of  what  nature,  kind  or 

quality  soever  the  same  may  be,  and  to  her  executors, 

administrators  and  assigns.    But  if  my  said  wife  should 

die  intestate,  then  my  will  is,  that  the  said  remainder 

of  my  estate  shall  be  bequeathed  to  my  nephew  David 

Hughes  (son  to  my  brother  William),  and  to  Margaret 

Evans  (niece  of  my  wife's  first  husband),  share  and 

share  ahke,  their  heirs  and  executors."     He  appointed 

bis  wife  sole  executrix. 

Mary  Hughes,  the  wife  of  the  said  testator,  died 
intestate,  on  the  16th  of  September,  1864,  in  the  life- 
time of  the  said  testator,  and  who  died  on  the  23rd  of 
October,  1854. 

VOL.  XX.  o  The 
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The  Plaintiff  Margaret  Hughes  (formerly  Margaret 
Evans)  by  this  bill  claimed  a  moiety  of  the  testator's 
residuary  estate,  under  the  bequest  over  to  her  and 
David  Hvghes, 

To  this  bill  the  Defendants  Mrs.  Ellis  and  Mrs. 
Parry  demurred. 

Mr.  Eddist  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  There  is  a 
distinct  absolute  gift  of  the  residue  to  the  wife,  and  to 
her  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  in  the  first 
instance,  with  a  gift  over,  if  she  should  die  intestate ; 
that  is,  if  she  should  not  dispose  of  it.  This  gift  over 
is  void,  being  inconsistent  with  the  prior  absolute  gift. 
In  Ross  v.  Ross  (a),  there  was  an  absolute  gift  to  A., 
with  a  gift  over,  if  A.  "  should  not  .receive  or  dis- 
pose of  it  by  will  or  otherwise."  This  limitation  was 
held  void ;  "  for,"  observed  Sir  Thomas  Plumer,  **  if 
you  give  absolute  property  to.  a  person,  you  cannot 
subject  it,  for  his  life,  to  a  proviso,  that  if  he  does  not 
spend  it  his  interest  shall  cease''  (&).  So  in  Green  v. 
Harvey  (c),  there  was  a  bequest  of  a  leasehold  house 
to  i?.,  with  a  gift  over,  "  should  he  die  without  heir  or 
will,"  the  gift  over  was  held  void.  Sir  James  Wigram  ob- 
serving (J),  "  It  has  been  repeatedly  decided,  that  where 
a  legacy  is  given  absolutely,  and  a  gift  over  is  super- 
added, in  the  event  of  the  legatee  dying  without  having 
disposed  of  his  legacy,  the  gift  over  is  void  and  the 
legacy  is  absolute.'* 

Again,  the  wife  having  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime, 
both  the  gift  to  her  and  the  gift  over  have  lapsed ;  her 
dying  **  intestate"  could  not  have  reference  to  her  death 

in 

(a)  1  Jac  Sf  Walker,  154.  (c)  1  Hare,  428. 

(6)  1  Jac.  4  Walker,  158.  {d)  1  Hare,  431. 
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in  the  testator's  (her  husband's)  lifetime,  for  on  her  death        1856. 
during  coverture  she  must  necessarily  have  died  in- 
testate. 

Mr.  JFVeeling,  contri.  By  the  general  rules  of  con- 
struction, where  the  latter  part  of  a  will  is  inconsistent 
with  a  prior  part,  the  latter  will  prevail ;  Sherrati  v. 
Bentley  (a) ;  Morrall  v.  Sutton  (ft) ;  and  the  general 
iutent  niust  prevail  against  particular  terms  to  the 
contrary;  Crone  v.  Odell^c);  Skerratt  v.  Sejitley  (rf). 
Here  the  general  intent  is  in  (slvout  of  Daniel  Hughes  ^nd 
the  Plaintiff,  and  to  give  effect  to  it,  either  the  estate  of 
the  widow,  her  executors  and  administrators  and  assigns, 
must  be  cut  down  to  a  life  interest  with  a  testamentary 
power  of  appointment,  or  the  word  "executors"  may 
be  construed  "  devisees."  In  that  view  the  cases  cited 
do  not  apply,  and  the  limitation  over  is  perfectly  valid. 

The  intestacy  has  always  reference  to  the  death  of  the 
person  whose  death  intestate  is  referred  to;  Edwards 
V.  Edwards  (e).  There  is  no  lapse,  and  if  there  be, 
it  is  only  of  the  wife's  life  interest.  In  Doe  d.  Stevenson 
V.  Glover  (f),  there  was  a  devise  to  A,  in  fee,  and  if  he 
died  without  leaving  issue,  or  if  he  did  not  "  dispose  or 
part  with"  the  property,  over  to  B.;  it  was  held  that  the 
gift  over  was  good.  The  present  gift  over  would  be 
valid  as  an  executory  devise.  [The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 
I  assume  there  is  no  real  estate.]  Effect  is  to  be  given 
to  every  part  of  the  will,  and  if  any  part  must  necessa- 
rily be  rejected,  it  would  be  doing  less  violence  to 
reject  the  words  "  executors,  administrators  and  as- 
signs," than  to  make  the  whole  of  the  gift  over  void. 

The 

(fl)  2  MyL  4-  K,  149.  {d)  2  MyL  Sf  K,  157. 

(6)  4    Beav,  478;    5  Beav.          (e)  15  Beav,  357. 

100;  1  Phill.  533.  (f)  1  C.  B.  R.  448. 
(c)  1  Ball  4  B.  470. 
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1865. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

My  opinion  of  this  will  is,  that  the  testator  intended 
to  give  his  wife  an  absolute  interest  in  this  property, 
with  the  power  of  absolutely  disposing  of  it  either  in 
her  lifetime  or  by  will.  If  she  did  not  dispose  of  it  in 
her  life  or  by  will,  he  then  intended  these  gifts  over  to 
take  effect.  No  doubt  the  result  is,  that  the  gifts  over 
could  not  take  effect,  for  the  wife  took  an  absolute 
interest,  and  if  she  died  without  a  will,  the  residue 
would  go  to  her  next  of  kin.  She  died,  however,  in  the 
life  of  the  testator,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  a  lapse 
took  place ;  the  testator  might  have  said  **  intestate  in 
my  life,"  but  the  simple  word  **  intestate"  excludes  the 
construction  that  the  gift  over  was  intended  by  the 
testator  to  provide  against  a  lapse,  because  if  she  had 
died  in  his  lifetime,  being  a  feme  covertej  she  had  no 
power  to  do  any  testamentary  act,  by  making  a  will, 
and  she  therefore  must  necessarily  have  died  intestate. 


I  am  of  opinion  that  he  intended  to  give  her  an  ab- 
solute interest  in  the  property,  and  if  she  did  not  dis- 
pose of  it  by  will,  the  gift  over  was  to  take  effect,  and 
both  upon  principle  and  on  the  authorities  which  have 
been  cited,  such  a  gift  over  could  not  take  effect. 


The  difficulty  has  been  created  by  the  testator,  his 
estate  ought^  if  possible,  to  bear  the  costs. 
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In  re  SMITH'S  WILL.  J«».  30. 

Feb,  15. 
rflHE  question  on  this  petition  turned  on  the  con-  Atetutorgave 
■*-     Btruction  of  the  will  oi  Samuel  Smith,  dated  the  J^^f^ffo^t^e 

\^i\i  of  January,  1836.  maiDtenance 

of  A,  and  B. 
during  their 

By  it,  he  gave  3,000Z.  to  two  trustees^  in  trust  to  apply  minority, 

and  WQ6Q 
the  dividends  for  and   towards  the  maintenance^  edu-  and  so  soon  as 

cation  and  support  of  Samuel  Steele  and  Charles  Steele,  g^^jj^^^* 

his  two  illegitimate  children  hy  Elizabeth  Steele,  during  have  been  born 

their  minority^  and  towards  the  maintenance  and  sup-  y^ar»J"to* 

port  of  the  paid  Elizabeth  Steele,  during  such  minority^  *\^7fi^^ 

if  his  trustees  should  think  proper.     The  testator  then  between  them 

stated,  that  the  interest  in  this  bequest  was  to  be  entirely  i(*l>«y  »hould 

subject  to  the  discretion  of  his  trustees,  to  expend  either  living.    But  if 

the  whole  or  a  part  of  it  for  this  purpose,  or  to  lay  out  S!''*ij*be^tir" 

any  sum,  not  exceeding  one-third  of  the  dividends,  for  dead,  then  he 

the  support  of  Elizabeth  Steele.  fJIr  toTthlf 

persons.  They 

The  will  then  proceeds  in  these  words: — "And  when  fore  the  young* 

and  80  soon  as  the  youngest  of  my  said  two  children  shall  *■*.  ^o"l^»  if 

have  been  born  twenty-one  years,  I  direct  my  said  trus-  atuined 

tees,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  his  executors  or  admi-  buj^"^"^*' 

nistrators,   to  pay  and  divide  the  whole  of  the  said  eldest,  had  at- 

principal  sum  of  3,000Z.  equally  between  them  my  said  ^^^^  h^i^^ 

two  ^"^^  ^*  ^^^  '^ 
Tested  interest, 

and  that  his  representatives  were  entitled  to  a  moiety. 


1837.  Testator  died. 
1839.  CAor/etdied. 
1854.  Samuel  attained    twenty- 
one  and  died. 


1856.  CharUSf  if  living,  would 
have  attained  twenty- 
one. 


198  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1865  ^^^  children,  share  and  share  alike,  if  they  shall  then 
both  be  living;  but  if  either  of  them  shall  be  then 
dead,  I  then  give  and  bequeath  the  moiety  of  such 
deceased  child,  equally  between  such  of  the  children 
of  my  late  sister  Mary  Bushell,  as  shall  live  to  attain 
twenty-one,  their  executors,  administrators  and  assigns, 
respectively.  And  as  to  all  the  rest  and  residue/'  &c., 
**  to  my  brother  William  Smith  and  my  sister  Emma 
Smith:' 

The  testator  died  in  1837,  leaving  the  two  sons  and 
their  mother  surviving  him.  The  youngest  son  Charles 
died  in  1839,  at  the  age  of  four  years.  If  he  had 
lived,  he  would  have  been  twenty-one  years  of  age  on 
the  3rd  of  March,  1856.  The  eldest  son,  Samuel, 
attained  twenty-one  on  the  8th  o(  August,  1854,  and 
he  died  on  the  26th  of  September  following,  and  conse- 
quently before  the  day  had  arrived  when  Charles  had 
been  born  twenty-one  years.  He  made  a  will,  bequeath- 
ing his  interest  in  this  fund  to  his  mother. 

This  petition  was  presented  by  the  mother  and  legal 
personal  representative  of  Samuel,  claiming  one  moiety 
of  the  fund,  as  vested  in  him  on  his  attaining  twenty- 
one  years.  The  children  of  Mary  Bushell  claimed  both 
moieties  of  the  fund,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  given 
over  to  them,  if  neither  of  the  two  legatees  was  alive 
at  the  time  when  the  younger  of  them  had  been  born 
twenty-one  years.  The  residuary  legatees  also  claimed 
this  moiety  as  lapsed. 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  Colt,  in  support  of  the  peti- 
tion. The  bequest,  in  this  case,  is  vested.  It  comes 
exactly  within  the  principle  of  Leeming  v.  Sherratt{a), 

where 
(a)  2  Hare,  14. 
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where  there  was  a  direction  to  ''  pay  and  divide**  unto        1866. 
and  equally  among  the  testator's  children,  "  as  soon  as      '"^s/^^ 
the  youngest  child  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one,"       Smith's 
and  it  was  held,  that  a  child,  who  attained  twenty-one.        Will, 
and  died  before  the  youngest  attained  twenty-one,  took 
a  vested  interest     There  is  a  postponement  of  the 
period  of  division,  but  not  of  the  vesting;  the  gift  of 
the  intermediate  interest  shows  it     The  word  "  then" 
does  not  import  contingency  in  the  gift  itself,  but  only 
refers  to  the  time  when   the  gift,   already  vested  in 
interest,  is  to  come  into  possession.     The  case  comes 
within  the  class  of  cases  stated  at  length  in   1  Mop. 
Leg.  (a).    They  cited  also  Gooch  v.  Gooch  (b)  ;  Saun- 
ders y.  Vautier{c);  Banutans  case  (J);  and  cases  in 
IJarm.  WilU(e). 

Mr.  Bagshawe  and  Mr.  Boria,  for  the  children  of 
Mary  BushelL  The  will,  in  the  first  instance,  confines 
itself  to  the  income  of  the  fund  and  to  the  minority  of 
the  two  children.  Then  follows  the  clause  which  deals 
with  the  capital,  and  has  given  rise  to  the  present 
question.  There  is  no  gift  of  the  capital,  except  in  the 
direction  **  to  pay  and  divide**  it  at  a  particular  period, 
and  it  is  clearly  settled  that,  under  such  a  form  of  gift, 
no  person  can  take  any  interest  in  the  fund,  unless  be 
be  living  at  the  period  of  division,  the  vesting  being 
postponed  until  after  that  event  has  happened  (/).  In 
addition  to  this,  here  the  division  is  only  to  take  place 
"if  they  should  then  be  both  living;"  and  besides,  there 
is  an  express  gift  over,  "  if  either  of  them  should  be 
then  dead,*'  and  the  same  result  must  follow  if  both  be 
then  dead.  If  Charles  were  now  living  and  Samuel 
dead,  it  is  clear  that  SamueVs  share  would  belong  to 

the 

{a)  Page  619  (edit.  White),  (e)  Pages  734,  764. 

(6)  14  Beav  565.  ( /')  See  Leakt  v.  RQbin»on,2 

(c)  Cr.  if  PhilL  240.  Mer,  387. 

{d)  3  Rep.  15  b. 
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^^^^  the  children  of  Mrs.  Bushell,  and  that  Samuel's  repre- 
sentatives would  take  nothing.  How  then  can  the  case 
be  altered  by  the  death  of  Charles  in  the  meanwhile  ? 
This  case  differs  entirely  from  Leeming  v.  Sherratt. 
There  there  was  a  gift  to  a  class  and  not  to  named  indi- 
viduals ;  and  besides,  in  that  case,  there  were  no  such 
expressions  as  these : — '^  if  they  should  be  then  living/' 
''  but  if  either  of  them  should  be  then  dead." 

Samuel,  therefore,  not  being  alive  on  the  3rd  of  March, 
1866,  the  event  never  happened,  on  which  alone  he 
was  to  take,  and  the  share  intended  for  him  went  over 
to  the  children  otMary  BushelL  They  cited  Mankhouse 
V.  Holme  (^a);  May  v.  Wood{b);  which  were  both  cited 
in  Leeming  v.  Sherratt  (c). 

Mr.  Piggott,  for  the  residuary  legatees. 

Mr.  J.  V.  Prior,  for  the  trustees. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer,  in  reply,  referred  to  Saunders  v.  Vau- 
tiered),  and  Parker y.  Sowerby(e),  and  contended  that 
the  words  "  shall  have  been  born  twenty-one  years," 
meant  the  termination  of  the  minority  of  Charles,  and 
not  a  certain  day  in  1856,  and  ihvit  SamueVs  share 
vested. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


The 


(a)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  298.  (d)  Cr.  Sf  Ph.  240. 

(6)  3  }:ro.  C.  C,  473.  (f)  1  Drew.  488. 

(e)  2  Hare,  14. 
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1855. 
The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


The  principle  applicable  to  these  cases  is  now  settled, 
and  according  to  this  principle,  as  recognized  in  Saufi'  jpe^.  15. 
ders  y.  Vautier  (a)  and  Leeming  y.  Sherratt  {b),  I  think 
no  doubt  can  now  be  raised,  but  that  if  a  testator  gives 
a  sum  of  money  to  trustees,  and  directs  them  to  apply 
the  interest  for  the  benefit  of  legatees  during  their  mi- 
nority, and  then  directs  the  money  to  be  divided  between 
them,  on  the  youngest  attaining  twenty-one,  with  a  gift 
over  of  the  share  of  one  who  dies  before  that  period, 
this  constitutes  a  legacy  debitum  in  prasenti,  but  solven- 
dum  in  futuro,  and  that  any  child  who  attains  twenty- 
one  acquires  a  right  to  the  payment  of  his  share. 

The  difficulty  arises,  in  this  case,  from  the  peculiar 
expression  used  by  the  testator,  who,  instead  of  saying 
"  when  the  younger  child  attains  twenty-one,"  makes 
the  gift  over  of  the  share  of  a  child  take  effect,  if  that 
child  die  before  the  period  when  the  youngest  of  the 
two  children  shall  have  been  born  twenty-one  years ; 
and  this  expression,  it  is  urged,  is  different  from  the 
foraa  usually  employed  in  such  cases,  and  is  such  as  to 
prevent  the  application  of  the  rule  I  have  referred  to, 
and  makes  the  gift  over  take  effect  wholly  irrespective 
of  the  consideration  whether  the  younger  be  then  alive 
or  not. 

I  cannot  but  admit  that  I  have  felt  considerable 
emtfarrassment  in  the  case ;  but,  taking  the  whole  will 
together,  and  considering  the  great  importance  of  not 
breaking  in  upon  an  important  rule  of  construction,  I 

have 

(0)  Craig  4-  PhiU.  240.  (b)  2  Hare,  14. 
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t855.       have  come  to  the  conclusion^  that  the  testator  has  not 

^^^^^^      expressed  any  intention,  that  the  son  who  had  attained 

Smith's       twenty-one  should  forfeit  his  share,  because  he  died 

Will         before  the  younger  child  attained  twenty*one.     I  think 

that  these  were  vested  legacies,  txf  be  paid   to  them 

when  the  younger  child  attained  twenty-one,  but  liable 

to  be  diverted  in  case  either  child  died  before  he  became 

entitled  to  payment. 

In  Saunders  ▼•  Vautier  (a\  the  testator  directed  the 
legacy  to  accumulate  till  the  legatee  attained  twenty- 
five,  and  then  directed  the  trustees  to  transfer  the  fund 
to  him.  The  Court  gave  the  legatee  maintenance  out 
of  the  interest,  and  held,  that  on  his  attaining  the  age 
of  tweaty*one  years,  he  was  entitled  to  a  transfer  of  the 
capital.  Here  the  testator  has  expressly  directed  the 
interest  to  be  applied  to  the  maintenance  of  the  legatee. 

In  Leeming  v.  Sherratt  (i),  the  testator  directed  the 
residue  of  his  freehold  and  personal  property  to  be  sold, 
and  thQ  produce  divided  amongst  all  his  children,  so 
soon  as  the  youngest  attained  twenty-one,  and  in  case 
of  the  death  of  any  of  the  children  leaving  isaue,  he 
gave  to  such  issue  the  share  of  the  parent.  The  Couft 
held  that  legacy  to  be  vested  in  the  sons  who  had 
attained  twenty-one,  but  who  died  before  the  youngest 
child  attained  twenty-one. 

In  this  case,  if  there  had  been  no  gift  over,  it  would, 
I  think,  have  been  impossible  successfully  to  have  con- 
tended that  these  legacies  were  not  vested,  at  once,  on 
the  death  of  the  testator,  although  the  payment  was 
postponed  till  a  later  period.  The  difficulty  arises  on 
the  terms  of  the  gift  over.     I  am  of  opinion  that  this 

is 
(a)  Cfaig  Sf  PhUL  240.  (b)  2  Hare,  14. 
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is  a  gift  overi  not  if  one  child  die  before  a  particular  1855. 
day,  a&  the  25th  of  Mai/f  1856,  assuming  that  to  be  the 
day  on  which  the  youngest  son  would  have  been  born 
twenty-one  years,  but  that  it  is  a  gift  over^^  in  case,. when 
the  period  of  payment  amves,  one  of  the  children  shall 
have  previously  died.  I  think  that  the  period  when  a 
child  was  entitled  Xq  demand  payment,  was  on  attaining 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years.  If  there  had  been  no 
gift  over  in  this  case,  Saunders  v.  Vautier  is  a  clear  au- 
thority for  holding  thai  thq  son  Samuel  would  have 
been  entitled  to  receive  payment  of  bia  share  on  attaia- 
ing  twenty-one.  It  was  a  vested  legacy,  the  mtereat 
of  which  was  to  be  applied  for  his  maintenance  during 
bis  minority.  What  was  to  become  of  the  interest, 
during  the  interval  which  would  elapse  between  the 
day  when  he  attained  twenty-one  and  the  day  on  which 
his  brother  was  to  attain  twenty-one  ?  It  differs  in  no 
respect  from  a  direction  to  pay  it  to  him  at  twenty-five* 
which  was  the  case  in  Saunders  v.  Vautier ^  unless  it  be 
more  favorable  io  favour  of  the  vesting  in  the  casis 
before  me. 

If  both  the  sons  were  now  alive,  and  there  had  been 
no  gift  over,  I  should  not,  in  the  views  I  take  of  this 
case,  have  hesitated  in  ordering  payment  to  Samuel  of 
his  moiety,  although  Charles  was  still  an  infant.  If 
this  would  be  so,  in  case  there  was  no  gift  over,  does 
this  addition  of  this  gift  over  disentitle  him  to  receive 
payment  of  his  moiety  ?  I  think  not,  for  the  reasons 
I  have  already  stated,  as  to  the  true  construction  to  be 
pat  on  the  terms  of  the  gift. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  this  gift  to  the  children  of 
Mary  Bushell  is  expressed  to  take  effect  in  the  event 
of  a  legatee  dying  before  his  share  became  payable  to 
him,  that  is,  in  the  event  of  his  dying  under  twenty-one. 

I  am 
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1S56.       before  directed,  to  be  paid  and  applied  for  and  towards 
the  maintenance/'&c-,  **  of  all  and  every  each  child,  until 
T.  the  youngest  of  them  shall  have  attained  the  age  of 

JoBVfOH.  twenty-one  years ;  and  when  and  so  soon  as  the  youngest 
of  such  child  or  children  -shall  have  attained  the  said  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  then  upon  trust,  that  they,  my  said 
trustees  and  executors,**  &c.  *^  do  and  shall  pay,  transfer, 
distribute  and  divide  the  money  to  be  raised,  as  afore- 
said, with  so  much  of  the  balance  remaining  in  his  or 
their  hands,  as  shall  not  have  been  paid,  laid  out  and  ex- 
pended, foV  and  towards  the  maintenance,*'  &c.  ^'  of  all 
and  every  such  child  or  children,  unto  and  equally  be- 
tween and  amongst  all  and  every  such  child  or  children 
as  shall  he  then  living,  and  the  issue  of  such  of  them  as 
shall  be  then  dead ;  save  that  such  issue  shall  only  take 
and  be  entitled  to  such  part  or  parts  thereof  as  the 
parent  of  such  issue  would  by  this  my  will  have  taken 
or  be  entitled  to  if  livinc^.'' 


-©• 


The  testator  died  in  1820,  and  his  daughter  died  in 
1840,  leaving  six  children,  some  having  attained  twenty- 
one  and  others  not.  The  youngest  of  such  children  at- 
tained twenty-one  in  1852,  but,  in  the  meanwhile,  one 
of  them,  Henry,  attained  twenty-one,  and  died  without 
issue  in  1841,  having,  in  1838,  sold  his  share  in  the  re- 
siduary estate  to  an  Insurance  Company  represented  by 
the  Plaintiffs. 

The  other  five  children  contended,  that  as  Henry 
Janes  did  not  live  until  the  youngest  child  of' Betty 
Jones  attained  twenty-one,  his  assignees  took  no  interest 
in  the  residuary  estate. 

The  Plaintiffs,  however,  submitted,  that  Henry,  having 
survived  his  mother  and  attained  twenty-one,  had  ac- 
quired a  vested  and  transmissible  interest. 

The 


Erocklbbank 
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The  SoUcit&r- General  (Sir  B.  BethdJ)  and  Mr.  Caim9,  \ 355. 
for  the  Plaintiffs.  When  a  provision  is  made  for  childreoi 
the  Court  leans  to  that  constrtiotioR  which  gives  them  a 
vested  interest,  and  especially  at  the  thne  at  which  they  Jobnboh, 
most  require  it,  namely,  on  attaining  thehr  majority.  It 
will  therefore,  in  this  instance,  endeavour  to  put  a 
rational  construction  on  the  will,  and,  if  possible,  give  a 
share  to  all  the  chitdren  living  at  the  daughter's  death. 
In  the  first  place,  before  examining  the  construction  of 
this  will,  look  at  the  palpable  absurdity  which  the  view 
taken  by  the  other  side  involves ;  it  does  or  might  lead 
to  a  total  intestacy,  for  suppose  there  were  Ax  children 
at  the  death  of  the  daughter,  but  five  of  them  should 
attain  twentyone  and  die  before  the  youngest,  and  then 
that  the  youngest  should  die  before  attaining  twenty- 
one,  the  whole  bequest  would  be  defeated.  So  that 
although,  if  all  the  children  should  have  attained  twenty- 
one,  at  the  death  of  their  mother  they  were  all  to  have 
their  shares  then  paid,  yet  if  only  one  should  be  under 
that  age,  the  whole  is  to  be  in  suspense,  and  perhaps  fail^ 
owing  to  the  mere  personal  disability  of  the  sixth  child 
to  give  a  receipt  for  his  share.  The  canon  of  construe- 
ticm  applicable  to  this  case  is  given  in  a  variety  of  oases, 
but  it  is  well  expressed  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in 
Crazier  v.  Fisher  {a)^  where  he  observes,  that  *'  the  Court 
would  not,  unless  forced  by  the  plainest  words,  adopt  a 
constmction  by  which  the  interest  of  a  child  of  full  age, 
and  settled  in  life,  would  be  divested,  if  it  happened  to 
die  before  the  youngest  child  attained  twenty-one." 

We  contend  that  Henry  Jones^  on  the  death  of  his 
mother,  took  one-sixth  part  of  the  fund  absolutely.  In 
the  first  place,  the  direction  is  to  pay  to  **  all  the  chil- 
dren at  the  death  of  the  daughter,  provided  all  had  at- 
tained twenty-one."     Those  words  do  not  make  the  gift 

depend 

(a)  4  Ruts.  p.  401. 
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1865.  <lcpcQ<l  upon  all  attaining  twenty-one,  but  the  direc- 
v^«»y^«^  tion  in  effect  is  this : — first, ''  you  are  to  pay  all  who 
Bkocklbvavk  i,3yg  attained  twenty-one ;"  but,  secondly,  "  if  all  such 
JoHVfov.  children  shall  not  have  attained  twenty-one,  you  are 
to  place  out  their  rooney  at  interest,  and  support  the 
infants;"  this  and  all  that  follows  is  applicable  to 
those  children  only  who  might  be  infants  at  the  death 
of  the  daughter,  and  to  them  only.  The  whole  is 
plain  and  intelligible,  if  you  read  it  thus  : — ^"but  if  any 
of  such  children  shall  not  have  attained  twenty-one," 
then  invest  their  shares.  The  word  ^'  money  "  thus 
directed  to  be  invested  does  not  mean  the  whole  of  the 
money  produced  by  the  sale,  but  the  money  which,  but 
for  their  infancy,  would  be  payable  to  the  infants,  and 
which  could  not  be  parted  with  under  the  anterior  direc- 
tion; and  the  words  "  to  be  paid  and  applied  for  and 
towards  the  maintenance,"  &c.  "  of  all  and  every  such 
child,"  &c.,  mean,  not  the  adult  children,  but  the  class 
of  minors  only,  who  are  respectively  to  be  maintained,  &c. 
till  the  youngest  attains  twenty-one ;  and  so  soon  as  that 
event  happens,  the  ultimate  distribution  is  to  take  place. 
By  this  construction,  effect  is  given  to  the  whole  of  the  will, 
no  violence  is  done  to  any  part,  and  the  class  comprised 
in  the  words  *'  if  all  such  children  shall  not  have  attained 
twenty-one,"  &c.,  would  be  a  subordinate  class.  The 
Plaintiffs  might,  if  necessary,  contend,  that  any  one  who 
attained  twenty-one  became  entitled  to  take ;  but  that 
is  not  necessary,  and  the  limited  proposition  contended 
for  is  this : — that  the  children  who  survived  the  daughter 
and  attained  twenty-one  became  entitled  to  an  absolute 
vested  interest.  If  this  were  not  so,  it  would  have  been 
suflBcient,  according  to  the  construction  contended  for  by 
the  Defendants,  to  have  simply  directed  a  division  to  be 
made  when  the  youngest  should  have  attained  twenty- 
one  ;  but  the  testator  has  directed  it  at  the  daughter'| 

death. 
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death.    They,  cited  JETotr^rave  v:  Cartier{a) ;  Bouverie        ig^^ 
V.   3cuverie  (ft)  ;•  :Leeming  v.  Sherratt  (c) ;    Sauiuiers  v.       v-pv-^/ 
Vantierid)  -^Chaffers  v.  Abell  (e).  Brocklebank 


Mr. ^R.  Palmer,  and  Mr.  J.  V.  Prior,  contrd.    It  is 
iiQ  possible  to  overcome  the  express  directions  of  the  will, 
(ba.t  ^he  division  is  only  to  be  made  on  the  daughter's 
dea^h^  *'  provided  all  such  children  might  have  attained 
tvren4;y-one;"  and  if  not,  then  the  division  is  to  be  made, 
''nrhen  and  so  soon  as"  the  youngest  should  have  at- 
tained twenty-one^  amongst  all  such  children  "as  should 
he  tJk^n  living,*'     This  very  principle  is  laid  down  in  the 
case    referred  to  by  the  Solicitor-General,  as  containing 
a  canoKi  of  construction  favourable  to  his  view  of  the 
questiot:^.    The  Court  is  asked  to  disregard  the  testator's 
express  words,  on  the  ground  of  an  intention  resting  on 
ptesu  f22  P^Jqq  only,  but  there  are  no  words  expressive  of 
tDysuc^li  intention,  and  the  directions  to  the  contrary  are 
clear   a.K:icl  unambiguous.     It  is  even  conceded,  that  if 
there  1=^^  a  statement  in  a  will  which  is  ambiguously  ex- 
P^esseci  ^  the  Court  will  lean  to  that  construction  which 
"'"  Six^c  a  vested  interest,  at  the  time  when  the  children 
*reo[x^;^^|.  jj^  jjg^  Qf  j|._     -Q^^  i^gj.^  |.|jgj.g  jg  jjQ  ambiguity, 

one  o^  these  children  might  have  attained  twenty-one 
and  ^i^j  ju  ^ijg  lifetime  of  the  daughter,  and  yet  he 
voui^    iiot  take,  even  if  he  had  left  issue. 

f  *^^t  then  is  the  construction  of  the  words  "  pro- 

VI  ed    ^ji  g^^ij  jjiiiijrgjj  may  then  have  attained  twenty- 

^^^9       ^c.  ?    It  is  said  that  they  mean  "  if  all  have  at- 

tai^e^  twenty-one,  they  are  to  be  paid  their  shares,  but 

^  ^^t,  then  such  only  as  have  attained  that  age  are  to 

paid."     Undoubtedly  the  literal  construction  makes 

the 

S?)  3  r«f.  *  B.  79.  (d)    Craig  *   PhiU.  240  ;   4 

V")  2  PAi//.  349..  Bcat7.  115. 

VO  2  Hare,  14.  (f)  3  Jvr.  577. 

Vol.  XX.  p 


V, 
JOHKBON. 


Bbocklebahx 


210  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1865.  the  payment  contingent  on  the  event  of  all  having  at- 
tained twenty-one,  and  the  subseqaent  passages  place  it 
beyond  doubt.  But  assuming  that  the  giFt  is  not  con- 
JoBviov.  tingent,  why  does  the  testator  direct  the  trustees  to  con- 
vert and  place  out  the  whole  of  the  money  at  interest, 
and  maintain  ''all"  the  children  ?  There  is  the  first  diffi- 
culty to  be  met  by  the  other  side.  They  say  that  this 
does  not  mean  all  the  money,  but  only  that  part  of  it 
which  belonged  to  the  in&nt  children ;  but ''  the  money 
to  arise  by  such  sale"  must  mean  all  the  fund ;  and  it 
is  to  be  applied  to  the  maintenance,  tec,  of  all  and  every 
such  child,  &c.  till  the  youngest  attains  twenty-one. 
The  gifts  for  maintenance^  &c.  continue  to  have  effect 
after  the  children  attain  twenty-one,  and  if  the  construc- 
tion be  as  contended  for  by  the  other  side,  that  the 
division  was  to  take  place  toties  quotieSf  as  each  attains 
twenty-one,  there  would  be  nothing  to  divide  on  the 
youngest  attaining  twenty-one,  as  he  would  be  then  en- 
titled to  the  whole  remaining  fund,  but  a  division  is  un- 
doubtedly then  contemplated.  The  construction  con- 
tended for  by  the  Plaintiffs  requires  words  to  be  supplied, 
but  there  is  a  numerous  class  of  cases  cited  in  1  Jarman 
on  Wills  (a),  showing  that  the  Court  does  not  introduce 
words  to  help  out  the  meaning.  There  are,  in  fact,  two 
contingencies ;  first,  if  all  the  children  at  the  daughter's 
decease  had  attained  twenty-one ;  and  secondly,  if  at  her 
decease,  all  had  not  attained  twenty-one,  and  the  testator 
intended  the  objects  of  the  gift  to  be  different  in  the 
different  events.  The  Marquis  of  Bute  v.  Harmanfp) ; 
Boreham  v.  BignaU{c)\  Newman  v.  Newman  {d)\  In 
re  Smith's  Will  {e\  were  cited. 


The  Solicitor^  General,  in  reply. 


(a)  Page  771.  (e)  8  Hart,  131. 

(6)  9  Beav.  320,  corrected  in         {d)  10  Sitg,  51. 
16  Beav.  166.  (0  Ante,  p.  197. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


Bkocklbvamx 


I  shall  take  some  time  to  consider  this  case.  Johnson. 


7%e  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls.  March  19. 

The  qaestion  is,  whether  the  shares  giyen  to  the 
children  of  the  testator's  daughter  vested  in  all  those 
who  survived  their  mother,  or  whether  the  estate  is  divi- 
sible amongst  such  of  them  only  as  were  alive  when 
the  youngest  attained  twenty-one,  either  by  reason  of 
the  interests  not  having  vested  till  that  time,  or  by 
their  having  become  divested  by  their  death  before  the 
youngest  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one. 

The  first  part  of  the  clause  gives  a  clear  vested  in- 
terest to  the  children  who  survived  their  mother.  I 
think  that  the  next  words,  *^  provided  all  such  children 
may  then  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years/' 
do  not  delay  the  vesting,  but  that  they  are  merely  ex- 
pressive of  the  testator's  desire  that  the  legacies  should 
not  be  paid  till  the  youngest  child  should  attain  twenty- 
one,  but  that  the  shares  of  the  children  were  to  be  ascer-  ^ 
tained  at  the  death  of  the  mother. 

Such  being  my  opinion  upon  the  construction  of 
these  words,  I  must  hold  that  the  legacies  remain 
vested,  unless  I  find  words  in  the  other  parts  of  the  will 
to  destroy  the  vesting  in  the  first  part  of  the  clause. 
The  passage  which  immediately  follows  is  confirmatory 
of  this  construction,  for  it  directs  the  interest,  dividends 
and  annual  proceeds  to  be  paid  and  applied  for  and 
towards  the  maintenance,  support  and  education  of  all 
and  every  such  child  and  children,  until  the  youngest  of 
them  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years.   Assum- 

p2  ing 
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1855.  iQg  ^^0  or  three  of  them  had  not  attained  twenty-one 
at  their  mother's  death,  the  whole' income  would  then 
have  been  applicable  to  the  maintenance,  education  and 
Johnson,  support  of  all  the  children,  including  those  who  might 
have  attained  their  majority,  until  the  youngest  of  them 
attained  twenty-one  ;  for  I  apprehend  that,  under  these 
words,  an  adult  child  who  survived  his  mother  would,  in 
my  view  of.  the  case,  be  entitled  to  receive  an  aliquot 
share  of  the  income  (a),  as  undoubtedly  he  would,  if  he 
were  ah  infant:  at  the  death  of  the  testator's  daughter, 
and  attained  twenty-one  before  the  youngest  died. 

The  subsequent  passages,  I  admit,  appear  inconsistent 
with  the  view  I  have  already  expressed.  The  will  pro- 
ceeds thus  : — "And  when  and  so  soon  as  the. youngest 
of  such  child  or  children  shall  have  attained  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,"  then  upon  trust  to  pay  and  divide 
the  money  "amongst  all  and  every  such  child  or  children 
as  shall  be  then  living,  and  the  issue  of  such  of  them  as 
shall  be  then  dead,"  the  issue  to  take  their  parent's  share. 
It  cannot  be  denied,  that  these  words  are  difficiilt  to  be 
construed,  consistently  with  the  previous  clause ;  but  I 
am  unable  to  give  a  consistent  view  to  the  whole  will,  if 
•  I  reject  the  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  the  first  part  of 
it.  If  the  latter. part  of  the  clause  were  to  prevail;  the 
result  would  be,  that  if  a  child  died,  leaving  children, 
before  the  testator's  daughter,  arid,  at  her  death,  all  the 
other  children  had  attained  twenty-one,  the  grand- 
children would  be  excluded ;  but  if  one  only  of  the 
children  was  an  infant,  then  the  grandchildren  might 
take;  this  is,  in  my  opinion,  an  inconsistent  intention 
to  attribute  to  the  testator. 

It  is  urged,  that  if  two  passages  in  a  will  are  incon- 
sistent, the  latter  is  to  prevail.    This,  no  doubt,  is  true 

where 

(a)  Badham  v.  Mee,  1  R.  ^  M.  631. 
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where  two  passages  are  directly  opposed  to  each  other(a) ; 

hot  where  this  is  not  so,  and  there  is  a  mere  inconsistency, 

it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  endeavour  to  discover,       .    t?.  " 

from  the  whole  will,  the  real  meaning  of  the  testator,      Johnson. 

and,  if  possible,  16  reconcile  all  its  parts. 

.  What  the  testator,  in  my  opinion,  meant,  was  this  : — 
that  all  the  shares  should  vest  upon;  the  death  of  the 
daughter,  but  that  the  shares  should  not  be;  actually 
]md  until  the  youngest  attained  twenty-one,  and  that 
those  children  who  had  attained  twenty-one  should  be 
allowed  to  enjoy  the  interest  upon  their  shares ;  although 
the  words  of  the  will  are,  that  it  is  to  be  applied  to 
their  maintenance,  education  and  support,  and  that  if 
they  died  leaving  issue,  their  shares  should  go  to  their 
representatives.  The  passage  which  alludes  to  accumu- 
lation of  the  shares,  does  not,  in  my  opinion,  prevent 
my  coming  to  this  conclusion.  The  reported  cases 
afford  no  assistance.  The  will  is  very  obscurely  worded, 
and  I  have  had  very  considerable. difficulty  in  coming  to 
a  conclusion.  The  first  part  of  the  will  is  not  recon- 
cilable with  the  latter  part.;  but  I  have  given  the  balance 
of  my  opinion  in  favour  of  the  earlier  passage,  which  is 
more  distinct  and  clear  as  to  its  meaning,  and  also  be- 
cause, in  cases  of  doubt,  the  Court  leans  to  that  con- 
struction which  leads  to  an  early  vesting.  I  must  there- 
fore hold  that  Henry  took  a  vested  interest 

(a)  "  Ciim  duo  inter  te  pug-      112  6;  and  see  Skerratt  v.  Bent- 
nantia  reperkmtur  in  tettamentOf      kjf,  2  My/.  4*  K,  149. 
uliimum  rattm  at"     Co.  Litt. 
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In  re  BLAKEMORE'S  Settlement. 
March  26,  27. 
LimltatioDs  of  T^Y  a  settlemeDt,  made  in  June,  1829,  certain  lands 

tei'^J^n*™"  ^«'*  *™'^^  ^  Thomae  Blakemore  the  elder,  for 

trust  to  raise  life,  with  remainder  to  three  trustees,  for  a  term  of  1,000 
^e  chUdreD  of  J^^^t  ^P^^  trust,  after  the  decease  of  Thomas  Blake- 

A,  sunriviiig     fg^f^^  \\^^  elder,  and  of  his  son  John  Blakemore.  to  raise 

A*  and  B.,  .  . 

"to  vest  in       1,600/.  as  a  portion  or  portions  for,  and  for  the  sole 

Md  *a  d>C"^  benefit  and  advantage  of,  the  child  or  children  of  the 
to"  them  at  said  John  Blakemore^  lawfully  begotten,  and  surviving 
twratt^foitr  ^'™  ^"^  ^^  ^^^^  Thomas  Blakemore  the  elder;  such 
years,  with  gum  of  1,600/.  to  vest  in  and  to  be  paid  to,  between  and 
&c  in  mean-'    among  such   child   or  children  in   manner  following; 

while,  out  of  rthat  is  to  say)  if  there  shall  be  but  one  such  child,  the 
the  expectant    ^  J '  ' 

or  presump-     whole  of  the  said  sum  of  1,600/.  to  vest  in  and  he  paid 

rad  a  rilTover  ^*^  poyahle  to  such  only  child  at  his  or  her  age  of 
on  the  death     twenty^four  years,  if  the  same  age  or  time  shall   be 
their  shares      attained  or  happen  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  or 
should  become  longer  liver  of  the  said  Tliomas  Blakemore  the  elder, 
void  for  re-       &nd  John  Blakemore;  but  if  the  same  shall  be  attained 
moteness.         ^j.  happen  in  the  lifetime  of  such  survivor,  then  imme- 
diately upon  or  after  his  decease;  and  if  there  shall  be 
two  or  more  such  children,  then  the  said  sum  of  1,500/. 
to  vest  in,  and  be  paid  and  payable  to,  between  or 
among  such  two  or  more  children  in  equal  shares  and 
proportions,  the  share  or  shares  of  such  of  them  as 
shall  be  a  son  or  sons  to  vest  in,  and  to  be  paid  and 
payable  to  him  or  them  respectively,  at  his  or  their 
age  or  respective  ages  of  twenty-four  years ;  and  the 
share  or  shares  of  such  of  them  as  shall  be  a  daughter 
or  daughters  to  vest  in  and  be  paid  and  payable  to  her 
or  them  respectively  at  her  or  their  like  age  or  respective 

ages 
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ages  of  twenty-four  yearsi  if  the  same  ages  or  times  re-  1855. 
spectively  shall  be  attained  or  happen  after  the  decease  ^*^s/^/ 
of  the  survivor  or  longest  liver  of  the  said  Thamcu  Blakbmorb's 
Blakemore  the  elder,  and  John  Blakemore;  but  if  the  Settlement 
same  shall  be  attained  or  happen  in  the  lifetime  of  such 
survivor,  then  immediately  upon  or  after  his  decease." 
It  then  provided,  that  if  "  any  one  or  more  of  them 
(the  children)  shall  die  before  he,  she  or  they  shall  ac- 
quire a  vested  interest  or  interests"  in  the  fund  ''  under 
or  by  virtue  of  the  trusts,  powers  and  provisions  therein- 
before contained,*'  then  the  original  share  intended  to 
be  thereby  provided,  and  the  surviving  or  accruing 
share,  ''  shall  vest  in,  accrue  and  belong  to  the  survivor 
or  survivors,  or  other  or  others  of  such  children," 
equally,  in  the  same  way  as  their  original  shares.  The 
trastees  were  empowered,  after  the  decease  of  John 
Blakemore  and  Thomas  Blahemore  the  elder,  to  apply 
the  interest  "  of  the  expectant  or  presumptive  share  of 
every  such  child,"  as  aforesaid,  of  the  said  John  Blahe^ 
more,  who  shall  then  be  under  the  age  of  twenty-four 
years, "  for  or  towards  his  or  her  maintenance,"  &c.  '^  until 
they  respectively  attain  twen^-four.  If  the  1,500/. 
should  be  raised,  and  all  and  every  the  children  or  child 
of  the  said  John  Blakemore,  for  whose  benefit  the  same 
was  provided,  shall  depart  this  life  before  his  or  her 
shares  or  share  shall  become  vested,  under  the  trusts 
ftnd  directions  hereinbefore  for  that  purpose  contained," 
the  trustees  were  to  hold  it  in  trust  for  Thomas  Blake- 
more the  younger.  The  estate  was  limited  in  remainder 
in  fee  to  John  Blakemore  the  younger. 

Thomas  Blakemore  the  elder  died  in  1833,  John 
blakemore  died  in  1844,  leaving  an  infant  daughter, 
^nd  Thomas  Blakemore  the  younger  died  in  1852,  and 
'^is  widow  was  his  executrix. 

A  question 
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A  question  being  raised  as  to  .the  validity  of  ;the  trust 
in  favour  of  the  children  of  J^ohit  Bldkemore,  on  their 
Blakbmorb'i  attaining  twenty-four,  the  1^500/.  was  paid  /into  Court; 
Settlement,    j^^j  Mrs.  Blakemore,  the  executrix  of  Thoma$  Blake- 
more  the  younger,  presented  a  petition  for  payment  of 
the  money  to  her. 

Mr.  Folleit,  for  the  Petitioner,  contended  that  the  limi-* 
tation  to  a  class  which  did  not  vest  until  they  attained 
twenty-four,  was  void  for  remoteness. 

Mr.  Chreene,  for  the  infant  child  of  John  Blakemore. 
The  first  branch  of  the  clause  is  clearly  valid.  The 
trustees  are  to  raise  the  fund  as  a  portion  of  the  children 
of  John,  surviving  him,  and  his  father.  What  follows 
relates  to  the  payment.  The  word  vest  is  used,  not 
in  its  ordinary  sense,  but  in  the  sense  of,  ''  not  subject 
to  be  divested  or  indefeasible,"  as  in  Taylor  v.  Fro- 
bisher(a).  The  vesting  is  made  clear  by  the  gift  of  the 
whole  intermediate  income  for  maintenance.  Davies  v. 
Fisher  (b). 

• 

Mr.  Rudallj  for  the  purchaser  of  the  estate. 

Mr.  Horsey f  for  the  trustees.  The  following  cases 
were  also  cited:  Fonereau  v; FoneTeau{c)\  Hoath  v. 
Booth  (d) ;  Marquis  of  Bute  v.  Harman  (e) ;  Bull  v. 
Pritchard{f);    Newman  v.  Newman {g);   Bland  v. 


Williams  {hy 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


The 


(a)  5  De  Ges  if  Sm.  191.  (e)  9  Beav.  320,  corrected  16 

(6)  5  Beav,  201.  Bern.  166. 

(c)  3  Atk.  645.  (f)  1  Ruts,  213  ;  5  Hare,  567. 

(rf)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  4.  (g)  10  Sim,  51. 

(A)  3  MyL  ^  X.  411. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  217 

^  1866. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  .     .  ^^^y^/ 

.     .  Jn  IT 

The  question  on  this  settlement  is,  whether  a  sum  of  Blakbmork's 

1,600/./  which  is   directed  to  bfe  raised  for   portions,         

by  the  terms  of  the  settlement,  became  vested  in  the      MorcA  27. 

children  of  John  Blahemore,  on  the  death  of  the  tenant 

for  life,  or  whether  the  vesting  is  postponed  until  they 

attain  twenty-four.     It  is  obvious,  that  if  the  gift  did 

not  vest  on  the  death  of  the  teniant  for  life,  it  is  too 

remote,  and  that  effect  cannot,  therefore,  be  given  to 

it. 

'•  The  Court,  no  doubt,  strives  to  support  the  limita- 
tions contained  in  an  instrument,  and  to  make  it  effec- 
tual if  it  can,  and  it  also  leans  to  that  construction  by 
which  the  earliest  period  of  vesting  may  be  attaiiied ; 
but  then,  the  Court  must  construe  the  words  as  it 
finds  them,  and  cannot  vary  them,  in  order  to  do  that 
which  it  considers  more  convenient.  -  After  some  reluc- 
tance, I  have  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  portions 
did  not  vest  in  the  children  till  they  attainied  twenty- 
four,  and-  that  they  are  thiE'refore  too  remote;  and 
cannot  take  effect.  The  words  are,  'Mevy  and  raise 
the  sum  of  1,600/.  of  lawful  British  money  as  a  portion 
or  portions  for,  and  for  the  sole  benefit  and  advantage 
of  the  child  or  children  of  the  said  John  Blakemore, 
lawfully  begotten,  and  surviving  him,  and  the  said 
I^omas  '■  Blakemore  the  elder."  Now  I  concur  in  the 
argument  addressed  to  me  by  Mr.  Greene,  thtX  if  the 
clause  in  the  settlement  had  stopped  there,  there  would 
be  no  doubt  that  the  portions  were  given  to  the  chil- 
dren, as  a  class,  who  survived  Thomas  and  John  Blake- 
more. 

The  portions  being  thus  far  vested,  I  should  require 
strong  words  to  recall   the  vesting.    But  the  instru- 
ment 
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1855.       ^^^^  goes  on  to  say,  that  the  1,500/.  is  to  vest  in,  and 

""^^^^      to  be  paid  to  them,  "  at  his  or  her  age  of  twenty*four 

Blakbmorb's  y^^^"  ^^'     Now  the  words  "  vest  in"  have  a  distinct 

SetUement.    and  definite  meaning,and  this  passage,  therefore,  clearly 

imports  that  the  portions  are  not  to  vest  earlier  than  at 

the  age  of  twenty-four.    I  am  far  from  saying  that 

these  words  cannot  be  controlled;   for  no  doubt  they 

may  be  controlled  by  subsequent  expressions,  and  I  then 

have  to  look  whether  there  are  any  such  subsequent 

expressions. 

The  gift  over  is,  if  all  the  children  shall  die  before 
their  shares  shall  become  vested,  under  the  trusts 
thereinbefore  contained.  It  was  stated  before,  when 
they  were  to  become  vested,  and  I  therefore  assume 
that  the  gift  over  is  to  take  effect  if  they  should  all 
die  before  attaining  twenty-four  years.  The  provision 
for  maintenance  is  to  apply  the  income,  not  of  the  share 
of  each  child,  but  ''  of  the  expectant  or  presumptive 
share,"  and  therefore  treating  the  shares  as  not  being 
then  vested.  It  is  also  to  be  observed,  that  this  is  a  case 
of  a  deed,  and  not  of  a  will;  and  though  I  should  not 
deal  with  this  distinction  very  strictly,  yet  there  is  not 
so  much  latitude  of  construction  in  deeds  as  in  wills ; 
for  although,  in  both  cases,  you  must  try  to  ascertain 
the  meaning  of  the  parties,  yet  you  are  more  tied  down 
to  the  actual  words  used  in  the  case  of  a  deed  than  of  a 
will.  The  expressions  throughout  the  deed  do  not  in 
any  respect  tend  to  modify  the  effect  of  the  previous 
words  **  vest  in.''  I  am  unable  to  bring  this  case  within 
the  principle  of  the  cases  of  Bland  v.  Williams  and 
Taylor  v.  Frobisher,  where  the  gift  over  was  upon  death 
under  a  certain  age,  without  leaving  issue ;  and  I  have 
come  to  the  conclusion,  that  these  portions  were  not 
to  vest  until  the  children  attained  twenty-four,  and  the 
necessary  consequence  is,  that  they  are  too  remote. 
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1864. 


Dee.  18, 14, 
15  21   22 

GRAYt;.HAIG(a).  Igss. 

HAIG  V.  GRAY.  Jan.  lo,  16. 

May  22. 
rpHIS  case  occupied  seven  days  in  argument;  many  When  an  ac- 
•*■     of  the  points  were  of  interest  to  the  parties  alone,  j^troyf  ^^ 

and  not  to  the  profession,  these  therefore  are  omitted,      aocounta  be- 
fore tlv 
matters  have 

Mr.  Lee  and  Mr.  •/.  V.  Prior,  appeared  for  Mr.  been  finally 
^  adjutted,  and 

^fly«  iUll  mora 

pending  a  liti- 
gation, the 
Mr,  iZ.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Ha^^  for  Messrs.  Haig.         Court  will 

The  P'^r 

(a)5.C.13Bea..65.  ^-^^ 

▼ourable  to 
him,  consistent  with  the  established  facts. 

The  Court  will  not  act  on  the  testimony  of  a  single  witness  against  the  express 
denial  on  oath  of  the  Defendant ;  but  where  the  written  evidence  has  been  destroyed 
by  the  Defendant  pendente  lUe^  the  Court  wQl  assume,  that,  if  forthcoming,  it  would 
have  proved  the  statement  of  the  single  witness. 

If  an  agent,  by  his  own  conduct,  makes  it  impossible  to  ascertain  thf  amount  of 
profit  realised,  he  will  be  disallowed  the  commission,  which,  otherwise  and  according 
to  the  contract,  he  would  be  entitled  to  claim. 

The  Plaintiffs  appointed  the  Defendant  their  agent  for  the  sale  of  spirits  at  a  com- 
mission. The  Defendant  had  made  profits  by  the  sale  of  the  Plaintiffi*  goods,  for  which 
he  had  not  given  credit ;  he  had  also  made  profits  by  selling  his  own  spirits  mixed 
with  those  of  his  principals,  and  he  had  destroyed  books  of  account  pending  the  litiga- 
tion. The  Court  disallowed  him,  in  taking  the  accounts,  7,000/.,  the  amount  of  com- 
mission, which,  by  the  contract,  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  if  hb  conduct  had 
been  proper. 

A  charge,  made  by  an  agent  for  the  sale  of  goods  against  his  principal,  for  an  allow- 
ance in  respect  of  warehousemen's  salaries,  diullowed,  no  such  claim  having  been  made 
in  the  accounts  for  fourteen  years. 

This  Court  will  not  send  a  question  to  be  tried  by  a  jury,  unless  it  entertains  serious 
doubt  on  the  matter. 

The  Court  will  not  send  to  be  tried  by  a  jury  a  question  which  is  supported  by  com« 
petent  evidence,  and  which,  if  untrue,  could  have  been  disproved  by  evidence  in  the 
possession  of  one  party,  who  has  taken  means  to  prevent  iu  being  made  available  for 
the  determination  of  the  question  by  the  Court. 

The  Court  deals  severely  with  any  irregularities  on  the  part  of  an  agent,  and  requires 
him  to  act  strictly,  in  all  matters  relating  to  such  agency,  for  the  benefit  of  his  prin- 
cipal. 

It  is  imperatire  upon  an  agent  to  preserve  correct  accounts  of  all  hb  dealings  and 
transactions;  and  the  loss,  and,  still  more,  the  dartmction  of  such  evidence  by  the 
agent,  falls  most  heavily  upon  himself. 
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1864.  '^^  following  authorities  were  cited:  ShawY.Pic^ 

ton  (a) ;  White  v.  Lady  Lincoln  (A) ;  Lupton  v.  W^ite  (c) ; 
Clarke  v.  Tipping  (d) ;  Ex  parte  Laey  (e) ;  Ex  parte 
Bennettif)  I  Bensony.Heathamig) ;  Leesy.Laforest(h); 
Beaumont  v.  Bovlthee  (t). 

As  to  making  a  decree  upon  the  evidence  of  a  single 
witness  against  the  answer.  The  Ea$t  India  Company 
V.  Donald  {k)  was  cited. 

As  to  the  right  to  try  the  question  at  law,  Elderton 
V.  Lack  {I)  was  referred  to. 

The  Master  of  tke  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


1856. 
3%  22.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  questions  on  which  I  reserved  my  judgment  arise 
on  exceptions  to  the  report  of  the  Master.  They  are 
very  numerous,  and  depend  principally  upon  documen- 
tary and  oral  testimony  of  great  bulk  and  complexity, 
and  I  have  found  it  necessary  to  read  through  a  great 
mass  of  papers,  for  the  purpose  of  testing  the  accuracy 
of  the  impressions  I  received,  and  the  conclusions  I  was 
disposed  to  arrive  at  from  the  comments  and  arguments 
of  Counsel. 

The  matters  contested,  which  are  numerous,  arise  on 
taking  the  accounts  between  both  parties,  during  a  long 
course  of  dealing,  which  arose  thus : — 

Messrs. 

(a)  4  Bam.  ^  Cr.  715.  {g)  I  F.  *  C  (C  C.)  326. 

(6)  8  Ves  363.  (A)  14  Beav.  250. 

(r)  15  Vet,  432.  (i)  11  Fet.  358. 

(d)  9  Beav.  284.  (k)  9  Ves.  275. 

(c)  6  Vet,  625.  (0  2  PhiU.  680. 
(/)  10  Ves.  381. 


Gray 
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^   Messrs.  Haig  and  Son  are  distillersy  carrying  on  busi-        1866. 
ness  at  Lochrin,  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Edinburgh. 
Mr.  Chray  carries  on  business  at  Newcastle-upon-Tyne, 
as  a  commission  and  geiieral  merchant.     In  the  early        Haio. 
part  of  1834,  an  arrangement  was  entered,  into  between        ^^'® 
them/by  which  .Mr.  Gray  was.  intrusted  and.  undertook        Gray. 
to  sell  spirits  on  behalf,  of; Messrs.  .ETai^  k  Son,  re- 
ceiving a  commission  for  so  doing  of  2d.  per ,  gallon. 
This  continued  till  July,  .1842,  when  Jame^  Haig  k 
Son,  finding  the  ainount  of  bad  debts  larger  than  they 
had  anticipated,  made  a  fresh  arrangement,  by.  which 
the  commission  was  converted  into  a  del  credere  com- 
mission, and   Mr.  Gray  was,'  in  consideration  of  this 
circumstance,  which  would  throw  the  loss  arising  from 
the  bad  debts  on  him,  to  receive  an  increased  commis- 
sion of  3rf.  per  gallon.  .  hi  October,  1847,  according  to  an 
account  taken  between  a  person  of  the  name  of  Fell,  who 
was  sent  for  that  purpose  from  Scotland  by  James  Haig 
k  Son,  Mr.  Gray  admitted  a  bajance  of  6,737/.  I3s.  2d. 
to  be  due  from  him  to  Haig^k  Son,  and  deposited  certain 
deeds  relating  to  real  estate;  as  a  security  for. that  amount. 
Inthe.early  part  of  1848,  the  agency  ceased,  and  all  busi- 
ness transactions  were  put  an.end  to  between  them. 
In  the  course  of  that  year,  $nd:  the  beginning  of  1849, 
1,300/.  was  paid  by  Gray  on  behalf  of  the. balance  of 
5,737/.  13«.  2d,     In  March,  1849,  Gray  disputed  th^ 
accuracy  of  that  .balance, .  and  alleged  that  there  was  a 
balance    due    to   him  from  Haig   k  Son.      In  June, 
^849,' Chray  filed  his  bill  ;in  this  Court ;against  iTat^  k 
Son^  praying  that,  an  account  might  be. taken. of  all  the 
^i^nsactions  in  which  he,  had  acted  as  agent  for  them, 
^nd  asking  for  an  :  injunction  to  restrain  Haig  k  Son 
'^'"om  suing  him  at  law,  on  the  security  given  for  pay- 
ment, of  the  balance  before  mentioned.      In  March, 
^^60,  Haig  &  Son    filed  a  cross-bill    against  Gray, 
Pi^aying  for  an  account  of  the  transactions   between 

them 
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1865.       them  from  1836,  and  for  special  directions  in  taking 
these  accounts. 


Both  causes  came  on  to  be  heard  before  me  in  June^ 
1862,  when  I  referred  it  to  the  Master  to  take  these 
accounts,  and  gave  some  special  directions  as  to  the 
manner  in  which  the  Master  was  to  act  in  certain  par- 
ticular cases,  and  I  also  gave  the  Master  a  special  direc- 
tion to  look  into  certain  books  of  Mr.  Chray^  and  if  he 
thought  it  proper,  to  allow  an  inspection  of  them  to 
Haig  k  Son. 

Sir  George  Rote^  the  Master  to  whom  this  cause  was 
referred,  was  actively  engaged  for  a  long  period  of  time 
in  prosecuting  this  inquiry.  He  examined  the  books  pro- 
duced and  heard  evidence  mva  voce  on  both  sides,  and 
made  his  report  on  the  26th  of  May^  1864.  He  took  the 
accounts  from  the  commencement  of  the  agency,  deal- 
ing with  the  various  questions  which  arose  in  the  course 
of  the  fourteen  years  that  this  agency  lasted ;  and  in 
conclusion,  he  found,  on  the  balance  of  these  accounts, 
that  a  sum  of  11,666/.  \2s.  \\d.  was  due  from  Mr.  Gray 
to  James  Haig  k  Son,  subject,  however,  to  reduction, 
if  the  CSourt  should  be  of  opinion  that  Mr.  Chray  is 
entitled  to  commission  on  certain  sales,  which  the 
Master  has  not  allowed  to  him,  but  which  question  he 
submits  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

To  this  report  Mr.  Chray  has  taken  sixty-five  excep- 
tions, and  James  Haig  k  Son  have  also,  on  their 
side,  taken  four  exceptions  to  this  report  The  aigu- 
ment  on  these  exceptions  occupied  necessarily  a  very 
considerable  time,  and  I  have  also  been  compelled  to 
devote  considerable  additional  time  to  the  consideration 
and  investigation  of  the  matters  involved  in  them.  In 
fact,  there  arise  a  series  of  questions  quite  distinct  from 

each 
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each  other,  during  the  whole  course  of  this  agency,  in-  1856. 
Tolving  points  of  law,  and  depending  upon  evidence  of 
disputed  facts.    I  shall  state  the  principles  on  which 

I  have  proceeded,  and  the  results  at  which   I   have  Haio. 

arrived  on  these  questions,  as  concisely  as  I  am  able.  ^^'^ 


The  first  matter  I  think  proper  to  mention  is,  the 
&ct  that  the  Court  has  not  now  before  it  all  the  evi- 
dence which  was  once  in  existence,  to  assist  it  in  the 
solution  of  these  questions,  and  that  this  defect  of  evi- 
dence, and  the  obscurity  arising  from  it,  springs  from 
the  act  of  Mr.  Gray,  who  has  parted  with  or  destroyed 
many  of  the  books  relating  to  these  transactions.  Two 
sets  of  books  were,  it  appears,  kept  by  Mr.  Gray,  one 
a  set  kept  by  his  clerks,  and  which  contained  accounts 
of  the  actual  dealings  with  the  goods  of  Haig  k  Son, 
and  with  his  own  goods,  and  of  the  money  and  bills 
actually  received  by  him;  and  also  a  second  set  of 
books  which  contain  the  accounts  from  which  the  ac- 
coont  sales  and  accounts  current,  and  other  accounts 
furnished  to  James  Haig  k  Son,  were  prepared.  This 
first  set  of  books  is  not  forthcoming.  The  account  he 
gives  of  their  destruction  is  in  folio  12  and  13  of  his 
farther  answer  to  the  original  bill,  in  folio  66  of  his 
answer  to  amended  bill,  and  in  his  cross-examination 
before  the  Master.  In  his  answer  he  states,  generally, 
that  this  destruction  took  place  when  he  left  Pilgrim 
Street,  and  that  it  was  in  or  about  the  year  1847,  that 
the  books  were  sold  for  waste  paper  to  Mr.  Robinson^ 
in  NewcastUj  who  informs  him  that  they  have  all  been 
destroyed.  In  his  cross-examination  he  states,  that  he 
left  Pilgrim  Street  in  1848,  the  destruction  by  sale 
must  therefore  have  taken  place  in  that  year;  and  in 
his  cross-examination  he  also  admits,  that  one  of  the 
books,  which  is  not  now  forthcoming,  and  which  is  very 
material  for  several  of  the  questions  in  the  cause,  viz. 

•*The 
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1866.       "The  Spirit  Customers'  Ledger,"  marked  .B/was  in 
his  possession  in  the  latter  end  of.  1848  or  in  1849,*  he 
forgets  which,  he  thinks  it  was  in  1848.     In  the  books 
which  are  produced,  there  are  references  of  posting',  to 
this  ledger,  made  under  dates,  of  Jtr/^  And  iVbr«m&^, 
1849.     Ultimately  he  sUtes,  that  at  the  end  of  1849, 
he:had  not  a  single  book  in  his  possession,  e^Ccept  books 
relating  to  his  private  business,   and  m  answer  to  a 
question  from  the  Master  he  states,  that  the  books  were 
destroyed  at  the  latter  end:  of  1849,  but  before  any  bill 
had  been  filed  against  him.    The  contest  now  to  be 
decided  between  these  parties  arose  in  ilfarcA,  1849, 
when  Mr.  Gray  receded  from  the  admission,  made  by  him 
in  Octo6er,.1847,  of  a  balance  of  6,737/.  being  due  from 
him,  and  claimed,  in  March,  1849,  a  balance  to  be  due 
to  him.     But.  for  that  claim  and  his  resisting  payment 
of  the  balance  previously  adipitted,  these-  suits  would 
not  have  existed.  His  original  bill  was  filed  on  the  14th 
of  June  J  1849,  and.it  appears  to  me  to  be  an  irresistible 
inference,  from  the  evidence  I  have  referred  to  and  the 
dates  I  have  stated,  that  these. books,  or  the  most  mate- 
rial ones,  were  disposed  of  post  litem  motam.     In  addi- 
tion to  this,  one  .book  is  now  produced  in  a  mutilated 
form,  the  book  haying:  been  divided  through  the  middle 
transversely,  so  as  to  remove  from  examination  all  the 
entries  contained  in  the  lower  half  of  each  page,— this 
is  the  "Cask  Ledger  Book."   "  The  Cellar  Book,"  "  The 
Day  Book,"  "  The  Bills  Receivable  Book"  and  "The 
Order  Book"  were  all  disposed  of  and  destroyed,  and 
none  of  them  are  now  forthcoming.      • 

This  is  thus  stated  by  the  Master  in  his  report:—"  And 
I  find,  that  Grayy  since  this  litigation  commenced, 
destroyed  all  or  most  of  the  books  necessary  for  or  re- 
quisite in  a  due  investigation  of  the  matters  to  be 
enquired  into   under  the  decree,  and  particularly  his 

*  receipt 
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Orat 


'  receipt  and  delivery  cellar  books/  which,  as  it  is  1856 
alleged,  contains  the  records  of  the  mixing  of  the  said 
spirits  and  disposal  thereof,  his  'spirit  order  books/ 
bis  '  spirit  day  books/  and  his  '  spirit  customers  Haiq. 
ledger  B/  and  in  fact  all,  or  most,  or  many  of  the  re-  ^** 

cords  of  his  real  transactions  in  whiskey ;  and  it  appears        Gray. 
by  the  answer  of  Gray^  that  his  own  private  dealings 
with  the  customers  of  the  said  firm  fully  appeared  by 
the  entries,  made  by  his  clerks  in  the  various  books,  dis- 
tinguished by  the  name  and  other  words  and  dates  in 
the  second  part  of  the  second  schedule  to  his  answer; 
and  in  the  second  part  of  the  second  schedule,  he  inserted 
three  ledgers  for  consecutive  years  from  1841  to  1848, 
five  books  called  'day  books'   or  'journals*  for  the 
same  years,  three  '  bill  books '  for  consecutive  years, 
from    1838  to    1848,    all   which    books    he,    by   his 
answer,  objected   to  produce,  and    afterwards  closely 
sealed  up  on  oath,  as  not  relating  to  the  matters  in 
question  in  this  cause,  but  the  same  having  been  opened 
by  my  order,  were  found  not  to  be  the  '  ledgers '  con- 
taining his  customers  accounts  at  all,  such  pretended 
'day  books'  or  'journals'  were  found  not  to  be  the 
day  books  or  journab  at  all,  but  '  fruit  stock  books ' 
and  '  carriers  receipt  books/  untruly  labelled  and  de- 
scribed, and  such   bill  books  were  found  to  be  only 
parts  of  bill  books,  containing  bills  payable  by  Grat/j 
the  other  and  larger  parts  containing  the  bills  receivable 
by  him  having  been  cut  out,  severed  and  destroyed,  and 
the  remainder  of  the  said  bills  and  books  re-bound. 

"  And  I  find,  that  by  reason  of  the  destruction  of  his 
said  genuine  books  as  aforesaid,  the  prices  obtained  by 
Gray  for  the  goods  of  his  said  principals,  and  the  profits 
he  made  by  such  mixings  as  aforesaid,  cannot  now  be 
ascertained." 

In 

VOL.  XX.  Q 
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1855.  In  a  case  before  me  this  year^  one  partner,  several 

years  before  the  institution  of  the  suit,  and  upwards  of 
twenty  years  after  the  closing  of  the  partnership  busi- 
ness, and  when  the  accounts  had  been  settled  between 
him  and  his  partners  by  arbitration,  and  never  after- 
wards opened  or  disputed,  had  destroyed  the  books 
which  contained  the  accounts  of  that  partnership,  I 
treated  lightly  the  circumstance  of  that  destruction,  and 
did  not  suffer  it  to  prejudice  his  case.  But  the  case  is 
very  different  when  the  transactions  to  which  they  relate 
are  recent,  where  the  accounts  arising  from  them  have 
not  been  finally  adjusted,  or  the  balance  ascertained  or 
paid,  and  still  more  when  that  destruction  takes  place 
by  the  person  who  has  actually  filed  a  bill  to  have  the 
accounts  taken  of  those  very  transactions  to  which  these 
books  relate.  In  such  a  case  some  very  cogent  reason 
must  be  given  to  satisfy  the  Court  that  the  destruction 
was  proper  or  justifiable,  and,  in  the  absence  of  any 
such  satisfactory  reason,  which  is  the  fact  here,  I  am 
compelled  to  act  on  the  principle  laid  down  in  the  well- 
known  case  of  Armory  v.  Delamirie  (a),  and  presume, 
as  against  the  person  who  destroyed  the  evidence,  every 
thing  most  unfavorable  to  him,  which  is  consistent 
with  the  rest  of  the  facts,  which  are  either  admitted  or 
proved. 

I  shall  hereafter  state  my  decision  on  each  particular 
exception,  but  I  have  thought  it  proper  to  make  these 
preliminary  observations,  and  I  shall  now  proceed  to 
state  the  opinion  I  have  formed  on  some  general  points, 
each  of  which  covers  several  exceptions. 

The  exceptions,  generally,  may  be  divided  into  two 

classes,  which  are  subject   to  subdivision  afterwards. 

One  of  the  classes  relates  to  the  employment  and  general 

conduct 
(a)  1  Strange,  505. 
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conduct  of  the  agency  business,  and  the  other  relates        1865. 
to  individual  particular  transactions. 

In  the  former  class,  the  first  question  is,  on  what 
t^ms  was  the  agency  given  to  and  accepted  by  Mr. 
Gray.     It  was  agreed  between  them  that  Mr.  Chray 
should  be  the  sole  agent  for  Haig  k  Son,  and  that  he 
should  act  for  no  other  firm.  So  far  there  is  no  contest 
Haig  k,  Son  also  allege,  that  it  was  agreed  betweea 
them  that  he  should  not  sell  spirits  on  his  own  account. 
This  is  contested  by  Mr.  Chray.    The  Master  finds  that 
there  was  an  understanding  between  them  to  this  effect, 
not  amounting  to   an  agreement,  and  it  was  justly 
argued  before  me,  that  an  understanding  not  amounting 
to  an  agreement  is  merely  nothing.    An  understanding 
may  exist  on  one  side  only,  or  on  both  sides.     If  it 
exists  on  one  side  only,  it  obviously  amounts  to  nothing, 
if  it  be  a  mutual  understanding,  then  it  amounts  as 
clearly  to  an  agreement,  subject  to  any  question  rela- 
tive to  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  which  does  not  arise  here. 
If  there  was  a  mutual  understanding  on  both  sides  that 
^^-  Gray  was  not  to  sell  spirits  on  his  own  account, 
'w^  in  my  opinion,  amounts  to  an  agreement  between 
^^ar^^  that  this  condition  was  to  form  one  of  the  terms 
^     ^«»vhich  the  agency  was  to  be  conducted.     It  is,  I 
t.Y*^«*^l<,  clearly  established    that   Messrs.  Haig  &  Son 
cos3isi(]ered  and  believed  that  this  was  one  of  the  terms 
0^   *- V*e  agency  of  Mr.  Gray.    The  evidence  of  Fell  and 
v^'S,^e  is  distinct  on  this  point,  and  that  James  Haig 
^    ^on  would  not  have  employed  Mr.  Chray  as  agent 
^^   ^lie  terms  of  his  being  at  liberty  to  sell  spirits  on  his 
o^tx     account.     I  am  also  of  opinion  that  Mr.  Gray^ 
^    ^^^   he  accepted  and  carried  on   this  agency,  was 
aw^at-^  of  such  belief  and  understanding  on  the  part  of 
"^^^Ts.  Haig  k  Son,  and  that  he   assented  to  take 
Agency  on  such  terms.     I  formed  ray  opinion  from 
Q  2  these 
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1855.  these  circumstances^  first,  that  Mr.  Gray  was  not  to 
act  for  any  other  principal  in  the  sale  of  spirits.  Now, 
as  he  was  not  himself  a  distiller,  if  he  might  sell  spirits 
on  his  own  account,  the  prohibition  (o  act  as  an  agent 
for  others  would  be  merely  nominal,  and  incapable  of 
being  enforced.  And  this  is  shown  by  the  manner  in 
which  Mr.  Gray  alleges  that  he  carried  on  business  for 
Haiy  &  Son.  In  the  next  place,  I  am  unable,  on  any 
principle,  to  explain  why  Messrs.  Haig  &  Son  should 
pay  to  Mr.  Chray^  or  allow  to  him  in  his  accounts  with 
them,  the  expenses  of  taking  out  the  licence  to  sell 
spirits,  if  he  were  at  liberty  to  buy  spirits  from  other 
houses  and  sell  them  as  his  own.  In  the  third  place, 
I  find  that  Mr.  Gray  did  not  communicate  to  Messrs. 
Haig  k  Son  the  fact  that  he  sold  spirits  in  his  own 
name,  but  that  in  his  accounts  it  appeared  as  if  he  sold 
the  spirits  therein  mentioned  on  their  account,  and  as 
their  agent.  And  in  the  fourth  place,  White  distinctly 
swears  that  this  was  a  part  of  the  agreement  on  which 
the  agency  was  founded.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore, 
that  one  of  the  terms  on  which  the  agency  was  to  be 
conducted,  although  not  expressed  in  writing,  was,  that 
Mr.  Gray's  sale  of  whiskey  should  be  confined  to  the 
sale  of  the  whiskey  of  Messrs.  Haig  k  Son,  as  long 
as  that  agency  lasted. 

The  next  matter  relating  to  the  general  conduct  of 
the  agency  has  reference  to  the  following  subject.  The 
Master  has  found,  that  no  fictitious  sales  were  proved 
before  him,  but  that  sales  appeared  to  him  to  have  been 
made,  in  all  or  most  instances,  in  a  manner  inconsistent 
with  the  duty  of  Alexander  Gray  as  agent.  The 
Master  has  stated,  specially,  some  of  these  transactions 
to  the  Court.  I  concur  with  the  Master  in  his  view  of 
the  subject,  and  in  the  particular  cases  he  mentions  in 
his  report,  which  form  the  subject  of  subsequent  ex- 
ceptions, 
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ceptions,  and  which  I  shall  have  to  observe  upon.     I        1855. 
am  of  opinion   that  the  sales  were  conducted  in   a 
manner  irregular  and  inconsistent  with  the  duty  of  Mr. 
Gray  as  the  agent  of  Haig  k  Son. 

The  most  material  matter  with  reference  to  this  sub* 
ject  isy  the  question  which  is  raised  by  the  passage  in 
the  10th  page  of  the  Master's  reports^  and  forms  the 
subject  of  several  exceptions.  [His  Honor  here  re- 
ferred  to  a  charge  made  against  Gray,  and  found  by  the 
Master^  of  having  mixed  Messrs,  Haig's  whiskey  with 
inferior  whiskey  of  his  own,  and  selling  them  together. 
He  however  was  unable  to  ascertain  the  profits  made,  in 
consequence  of  the  destruction  and  non-production  of 
Gray's  books."]  The  evidence  brought  to  establish  this 
charge  is  principally  that  of  John  Rikey,  who  was  a 
clerk  in  the  service  of  Mr.  Crray,  from  1829  till  1836, 
and  consequently  during  two  years  of  the  agency.  He 
swears  expressly  to  the  fact  of  the  mixing  of  the  dif> 
ferent  qualities  of  whiskey,  and  to  the  mode  in  which 
they  were  sold.  If  his  evidence  is  to  be  believed^  a 
more  irregular  practice,  or  one  more  likely  to  injure  his 
principals  cannot  well  be  conceived,  a  practice  wholly 
inconsistent  with  the  duty  of  an  agent.  This  is  ex* 
pressly  and  emphatically  denied  by  Mr.  Chray  in  his 
vivd  voce  testimony  before  the  Master.  If  the  matter 
rested  here,  1  should  not  act  upon  the  testimony  of  one 
witness  against  a  party  as  to  a  fact  expressly  denied  by 
him  on  his  oath.  But  in  all  cases  of  contradictory  evi- 
dence, whether  between  a  witness  and  a  Defendant,  or 
between  two  witnesses  who  give  evidence  in  direct  con- 
tradiction to  each  other,  with  regard  to  a  matter  equally 
within  the  knowledge  and  cognizance  of  both,  it  is  the 
duty  of  a  judicial  tribunal  to  search  for  facts  which 
may  corroborate  or  invalidate  the  testimony  of  either 
witness.     In  this  case  there  were  books  containing  the 

account 
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account  of  the  transactions^  which  would  have  afforded 
clear  and  distinct  evidence  to  enable  theCSourt  to  judge 
which  of  the  two  was  to  be  believed.  This  evidence 
Mr.  Gray  has  himself  removed,  and  removed,  as  I 
consider  proved  by  his  own  evidence,  after  the  contest 
relating  to  these  accounts  had  arisen  between  himself 
and  Haig  &  Son.  He  must  suffer  the  necessary  conse- 
quence of  the  absence  of  that  evidence  so  occasioned ; 
and  I  consider  myself  bound  to  believe  that  these 
books,  if  now  forthcoming,  would  prove  the  truth  of 
the  statements  contained  in  Rikey's  evidence.  It  does 
not,  however,  rest  here.  Kelly  was  a  clerk  in  Mr. 
Gray's  office,  from  November,  1842,  till  September, 
1846,  during  the  time  when  this  agency  lasted.  He 
speaks  distinctly  to  the  mixing  of  whiskey.  {His  Honor 
here  read  parts  of  the  evidence.]  Several  other  instances 
are  established  by  his  evidence  as  to  the  character  of  the 
books,  and  the  following  passages  in  his  evidence  are 
material.  He  gives  further  evidence  to  shew  the  alte- 
ration and  change  which  has  taken  place  in  the  pro- 
duced books  by  the  abstraction  of  part  and  the  mutila- 
tion of  others.  [His  Honor  here  read  Kelly's  evidence.] 
The  evidence  of  this  witness  is  not  touched  on  cross- 
examination  beyond  this:— that  it  shews  that  he  enter- 
tains a  very  hostile  disposition  towards  Mr.  Gray.  I 
have,  therefore,  two  witnesses  deposing  positively  to  the 
fact  of  this  practice  of  mixing  the  spirits,  to  the  injurious 
consequences  of  it,  and  to  the  alteration  made  between 
the  price  invoiced  to  the  purchaser  and  that  entered  in 
the  books  containing  the  accounts  to  be  sent  to  Haig 
k  Son,  and  deposing  positively  to  the  fact,  that  the 
books  which  contained  the  account  of  the  real  transac- 
tions, if  produced,  would  prove  the  truth  of  their  asser- 
tions. I  have  then  the  most  material  books  suppressed 
by  Mr.  Gray,  and  some  of  those  which  are  produced 
mutilated  by  the  abstraction  of  pages,  and  re-bound  in  an 

altered 
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altered  form,  and  one  by  being  divided  into  two  parts, 
crosswise;  and  I  am  asked  to  discredit  this  testimony 
on  the  sole  positive  denial  of  Mr.  Chay. 

Mr.  Lee  indeed  urged  strongly,  that  ifl  was  not  dis- 
posed to  discredit  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses,  I  should 
at  least  send  the  question  to  be  tried  before  a  jury 
on  the  issue  of  fact ;  but  this  suggestion  I  decline  to 
adopt.  I  fully  admit  the  value  of  and  the  advantages 
derived  from  sifting  a  question  by  viva  voc6' testimony 
before  a  jury,  but  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  not 
to  put  parties  to  the  expense  and  delay  of  such  an  ad- 
ditional mode  of  investigation,  unless  it  entertains  a 
serious  doubt  on  the  question.  The  Master  heard  viv& 
voce  evidence  before  him  on  this  subject,  he  entertained 
no  doubt  on  the  question,  and  I  entertain  none ;  and  if 
I  did,  I  should  consider  that  the  doubt  had  been  occa- 
sioned by  the  loss  of  that  very  evidence  that  would 
have  cleared  up  the  whole  matter,  and  which  loss  had 
been  intentionally  occasioned  by  the  party  who  now 
asks  for  the  issue. 

The  same  evidence  satisfies  me  that  fictitious  sales 

were  made  by  Mr.  Gray,     I  have  read  various  passages 

from  the  evidence  of  Kelly;  Rihey  swears  to  the  same 

ctfect;   Loader  J  a  clerk  of  Mr.  Gray's^  examined  as  a 

f^itness  on  his  behalf,  in  his  cross-examination  says — 

f-^^is  Honor  read  his  evidence'].    Here,  again, the  absence 

^^    ^lie  books  containing  the  correct  account  of  these 

^'■***^ tactions  tells  most  prejudicially  against  Mr.  Gray, 

"^^      the  observations  I  have  already  made  I  refer  to  as 

"I^F^licable  to  these  cases.    The  correct  account  of  these 

^''^  factions,  so  far  as  Loader  himself  conducted  them, 

''^^     entered  in  the  books  which  are  not  forthcoming. 

^*-^^ie  evidence  also  establishes  conclusively,  in   my 
^\*^*^ion,  that  Mr.  Gray  procured  bills  of  exchange  from 

many 
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1855.  many  of  the  purchasers  of  the  goods  of  Haig  k  Son 
sold  by  hiniy  and  that  he  negociated  those  bills,  without 
their  knowledge  and  in  opposition  to  express  general 
directions  from  them  to  the  contrary,  all  which  is  dis- 
tinctly shewn  in  several  of  the  paiticular  cases  to  which  I 
am  shortly  about  to  refer.  It  is  also  established  by  the 
evidence,  in  the  like  conclusive  manner,  that  Mr.  Gray^  on 
various  occasions  and  so  frequently  that  it  may  almost  be 
said  that  he  was  in  the  habit  of  doing  it,  conducted  the 
correspondence  with  Messrs.  Haig  k  Son  in  such  a  way, 
as  to  induce  them  to  believe  that  he  had  gone  to  Liverpool 
or  Manchester y  whenever  he  thought  that  it  would  appear 
desirable  for  the  good  management  of  their  business 
that  he  should  have  so  done,  although  in  fact  he  had 
not  left  Newcastle.  This  he  accomplished  in  the  fol- 
lowing manner: — When  goods  of  Haig  &  Son  had 
been  sold  or  consigned  by  his  direction  to  Liverpool  or 
Manchester^  and  some  steps  were  necessary  or  proper  to 
be  taken  with  reference  thereto,  he,  remaining  at  New- 
castle,  wrote  a  letter  to  Messrs.  Haig  &  Son,  dated 
the  following  day,  at  Manchester  or  Liverpool,  which 
letter  he  sent  under  cover  to  his  correspondent  or  agent 
at  Manchester  or  Liverpool,  with  directions  that  the 
letter  might  be  posted  at  that  place,  and  thus  giving 
Haig  &  Son  the  false  impression  that  he  had  taken  a 
journey  to  that  place,  for  the  purpose  of  doing  what 
might  be  needful  in  reference  to  the  matters  contained 
in  that  letter.  These  are  the  observations  I  think  it 
necessary  to  make  with  reference  to  the  general  manner 
in  which  the  business  of  the  agency  was  conducted, 
subject,  however,  to  such  further  references  to  the  same 
subject,  as  will  necessarily  be  derived  from  the  conside- 
ration of  various  individual  instances  mentioned  in  the 
Master's  report,  and  to  which  I  shall  presently  refer. 
I  reserve,  till  after  I  have  noticed  these  instances,  all 
observations  on  the  question  of  the  commission  claimed 

by 
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by  Mr.  Gray^  and  which  the  Master  Bpecially  submits        1865. 
to  the  consideration  of  the  Court. 


Before,  however,  noticing  these  individual  cases,  it  is 
proper  to  point  out  the  course  which  the  Master  adopted 
in  pursuing  the  reference  and  taking  the  accounts  directed 
by  the  decree.  The  accounts  were,  in  the  first  place, 
referred  to  Mr.  Duncan^  a  professional  accountant,  who 
took  the  account,  so  far  as  it  depended  upon  items  not 
disputed  on  either  side,  but  all  matters  and  items  in 
dispute  he  was  directed  to  reserve  for  the  Master's  deci- 
sion. This  was  accordingly  done,  and  Mr.  Duncan 
certified,  that  the  sum  of  339,957/.  I65.  Qd.  had  been 
received  by  Gray^  the  particulars  of  which  were  not 
disputed,  and  were  set  forth  in  Schedule  (A) ;  that  the 
sum  of  328,351/.  3«.  Id.  had  been  paid  or  accounted  for 
by  Gray,  the  particulars  of  which  were  not  disputed, 
and  were  set  forth  in  Schedule  (B),  leaving  a  balance 
of  11,606/.  \2s.  Ud.  due  from  Gray  to  Haig  k  Son; 
that  Gray  had  sought  to  charge  Haig  &  Son  with  the 
sum  of  17,797/«  65.  Id.,  the  particulars  of  which  were 
set  forth  in  Schedule  (C) ;  that  Haig  k  Son  had  sought 
to  charge  Gray  with  the  sum  of  3,159/.  As.  2</.,  the  par- 
ticulars of  which  were  set  forth  in  Schedule  (D) ;  and 
the  items  in  these  two  schedules  being  disputed,  were 
reserved  for  the  decision  of  the  Master. 

The  Master  then  set  out,  in  the  first  part  of  the  schedule 
to  his  report,  the  items  claimed  by  Gray  which  he  has 
disallowed,  with  the  reason  against  each  item  for  such 
disallowance,  and  in  the  second  part  of  that  schedule 
he  has  set  forth  the  items  claimed  by  ^at^&:  Son  which 
be  has  allowed.  To  many  of  these  items,  in  both  parts 
of  the  schedule,  exceptions  are  taken  by  Mr.  Gray, 
three  of  these  exceptions  are  of  a  general  nature ;  they 
relate,  first,  to  the  disallowance  of  a  sum  claimed  for 

warehouseman's 
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warehoaseman's  salary,  and,  secondly,  to  the  disallow- 
ance of  travelling  expenses,  and  thirdly,  the  disallow- 
ance by  law  expenses.  The  remainder  relate  to  allow- 
ances in  respect  of  particular  individoal  cases.  IHis 
Honor  here  proceeded  to  consider  than  seriatim  in  ike 
order  mentioned  in  the  Master'' g  report^ 

With  respect  to  the  three  general  questions,  which  I 
reserved  till  I  had  gone  through  the  particular  cases, 
they  may  be  shortly  disposed  of.  I  am  of  opinion,  that 
Mr.  Gray  is  not  entitled  to  an  allowance  in  respect  of 
warehouseman's  salary.  This  is  disposed  of  by  the  feet 
that  no  entry  or  claim  to  this  effect  appears  in  any  of  the 
accounts  rendered  by  him  for  fourteen  years  to  Haig  k 
Son.  It  shows,  therefore,  that  the  footing  on  which  the 
agency  was  conducted  did  not  admit  of  this  charge,  or 
some  trace  of  it  would  have  appeared  in  the  accounts  or 
in  the  correspondence. 

[7%e  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls  then  proceeded  to  dispose 
of  the  charge  for  law  expenses  and  for  travelling  ex- 
penses* The  first  he  disallowed,  because  Mr.  Gray 
failed  in  proving  that  any  law  expenses  had  been  in- 
curred by  him  in  matters  relating  to  the  agency,  except 
in  cases  where  his  Honor  had  determined  he  was  bound 
to  bear  the  loss  on  the  transaction ;  and  the  second,  on 
the  ground  that  the  accounts  between  the  parties  wholly 
omitted  any  such  item,  and  that  on  one  occasion  only,  in 
the  correspondence.  Gray  asked  to  be  allowed  the  ex- 
penses of  one  particular  journey  on  special  grounds, 
thereby  negativing  the  general  right  to  make  such  a 
charge.] 

Beyond  these,  the  only  other  matter  I  have  to  dispose 
of,  is  the  question  of  commission,  the  amount  of  this  is 
admitted  to  be  7,102/.  Vlg.  6d.    Primd  facie  Mr.  Gray 

is 
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is  entitled  to  this  commissioiiy  and  the  burden  of  proof       1855. 
lies  on  James  Haig  k  Son  to  shew,  that  he  is  not  so  en- 
titled by  reason  of  his  conduct  in  the  matter  of  this 
agency. 


Gray 


Haio. 
Haig 

V, 

Upon  the  best  consideration  that  I  have  been  able  to  Geat. 
give  to  this  item,  which,  in  taking  these  accounts,  is  the 
most  important  of  all  to  the  parties  concerned,  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  Mr.  Chray  is  not  entitled  to  the  commis- 
sion agreed  between  Haig  Ic  Son  and  himself  to  be  paid 
to  him  on  taking  this  agency ;  and  that  although  the 
burden  of  proof  lies  on  Haig  k  Son  to  prove  this,  they 
have  succeeded  in  doing  so.  The  principle  on  which  I 
proceed  is  that  to  be  found  in  White  v.  Lady  Lincoln{a)f 
and  in  Lupton  v.  White  {b),  which  principle  is  un- 
doubted, and  the  only  question  is,  whether  the  facts  of 
this  particular  case  bring  the  matter  within  that  prin- 
ciple. The  principle  may,  for  the  present  purpose,  be 
thus  expressed : — if  an  agent  deal  with  the  goods  of  his 
principal  as  his  own,  making  a  profit  out  of  them  not 
accounted  for  to  the  principal,  and  if  the  agent,  by  his 
own  conduct,  has  made  it  impossible  to  ascertain  what 
the  amount  of  profit  is  which  he  realized,  he  shall  not  be 
allowed  the  commission,  which  otherwise  and  according 
to  the  contract  he  would  be  entitled  to  claim.  In  the 
case  of  White  v.  Lady  Lincoln  the  agent  and  manager 
of  the  property,  who  was  also  the  solicitor,  kept  no 
regular  accounts,  or  any  papers  from  which  such  ac- 
counts could  be  made  out;  he  kept  all  the  vouchers 
which  told  in  his  own  favour,  but  no  evidence  of  the 
receipts  in  respect  of  which  he  was  to  be  charged.  His 
executors  were  held  not  to  be  entitled,  on  his  behalf,  to 
claim  against  the  principal  the  charges,  which,  in  other 
circumstances,  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  make. 

Lord 
(a)  8  Va.  363.  (b)  15  Ve$.  432. 
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1 866.  Lord  Eldon  there  says  (a) :  — "  With  respect  to  Jackson's 
demand  as  auditor,  steward,  agent,  and  all  except  his 
bills  as  attorney,  as  to  all  which  he  was  bound  to  keep 
accounts  of  those  transactions,  I  must  lay  down  the 
rule,  that  a  man,  standing  in  a  relation  imposing  a  duty 
to  keep  regular  accounts,  cannot  be  permitted  to  make  a 
demand  for  work  and  labour  in  that  character,  with  re- 
ference to  which  he  has  kept  no  account ;  which  is  jus- 
tified by  principle,  that  ought  to  be  loudly  published, — 
that  a  receiver  who  does  not  pass  his  accounts  regularly, 
ought  not  to  be  allowed  any  poundage.  That  principle 
applies  to  all  these  demands  except  the  bills  of  costs." 

In  Lupton  v.  WhUe(b\  Lord  Eldon  laid  down  that 
where  an  agent  or  bailiff  confounds  the  property  of  his 
principal  with  his  own,  he  will  be  charged  with  the 
whole,  except  what  he  could  prove  to  belong  to  himself. 
Lord  Eldon  says : — "  If  a  man  by  his  own  tortious  act 
makes  it  impossible  for  another  to  ascertain  the  value 
of  his  property,  and  that  in  a  transaction,  in  which  the 
former  was  not  merely  under  an  implied  moral  obli- 
gation, but  pledged  by  a  solemn  undertaking  in  a  court 
of  justice  that  such  should  not  be  the  state  of  things 
between  them,  by  these  means  preventing  the  guard 
which  the  Court  would  have  effectually  interposed,  is 
the  argument  to  be  endured,  that,  as  the  party  so  in- 
jured cannot  distinguish  his  property,  therefore  he  shall 
have  nothing  ?  That  is  not  the  law  of  this  country  as- 
administered  in  Courts,  either  of  law  or  equity." 

And  after  referring  to  the  case  of  the  chimney- 
sweeper's boy,  who  found  a  jewel  (c),  and  other  cases,  he 
says : — "  What  are  the  cases  in  the  old  law  of  a  mix- 

tui*e 

(fl)  8  rei.371.  (f)  Armory    v.    Delamirie,    1 

(6)  15  Vei.  432,  439.  Strange,  505. 
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lure  of  corn  or  flour?  If  one  man  mixes  his  com  or  1856. 
flour  with  that  of  another,  and  they  were  of  equal  value, 
the  latter  must  have  the  given  quantity ;  but,  if  articles 
of  different  value  are  mixed  producing  a  third  value,  the 
aggregate  of  both,  and  through  the  fault  of  the  person 
mixing  them  the  other  party  cannot  tell  what  was  the 
original  value  of  his  property,  he  must  have  the  whole, 
and  the  principle  goes  to  the  full  extent  of  what  is  now 
contended."  By  the  decree  in  that  case,  the  Defendants, 
who  had  wrongfully  worked  an  adjoining  mine  and  had 
kept  no  accounts,  though  they  had  entered  into  an  under- 
taking so  to  do,  were  charged  with  the  whole  net  pro- 
duce of  both  mines,  except  what  they  should  prove  to 
have  been  taken  from  their  own. 

In  this  case,  the  books,  which  would  have  proved  the 
clear  state  of  the  accounts  between  the  parties,  have 
been  destroyed  by  Mr.  Gray  after  the  litigation  had 
begun.  Upon  the  evidence  before  me,  I  see  proof  that, 
in  several  cases,  Mr.  Oray  made,  on  the  sale  of  the 
goods  of  his  principals,  a  profit  which  he  did  not  give 
credit  for  to  them. 

The  evidence  of  Rihey  and  Kelly  are  distinct  on  this 
point,  and  this  is  confirmed  by  the  evidence  of  Matthew- 
son  and  of  Anthony  Dunn. 

That  profits  were  made  by  the  mixing  of  the  spirits, 
which,  as  I  have  already  stated,  I  consider  to  be 
proved,  is  also,  in  my  opinion,  established  by  the  evi- 
dence I  have  referred  to.  The  amount  of  those  pro- 
fits nowhere  appears  in  the  accounts  before  me,  but 
would  have  appeared  in  the  accounts  destroyed.  The 
means,  therefore,  of  ascertaining  the  amount  of  them 
are  removed  by  Mr.  Gray.  The  observation  I  have 
already  made,  and  which  I  have  so  often  referred  to 

on 
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1855.  on  this  subject,  I  refer  to  again ;  it  is  most  material  in 
this  part  of  the  case,  it  is  that  which,  in  fact,  has 
governed  and  occasioned  my  decision  throughout  the 
greater  part  of  it,  and  I  repeat  again,  that  I  will  not  send 
to  be  tried  by  a  jury  a  question  which  is  supported  by 
competent  evidence,  and  which,  if  untrue,  could  have 
been  disposed  by  evidence  in  the  possession  of  one 
party,  which  he  has  taken  means  to  prevent  from  being 
made  available  for  the  determination  of  the  question  by 
the  Court. 

The  result  is,  that  in  my  opinion,  Mr.  Gray  is  not  en- 
titled to  be  allowed  the  commission  which  otherwise 
would  have  been  his  as  of  right  I  believe,  in  this  case, 
as  in  most  cases  of  this  description,  the  want  of  evi- 
dence operates  much  more  prejudicially  to  the  person 
who  causes  its  removal  than  if  the  evidence  had  been 
before  the  Court,  but  the  rule  of  law  and  of  equity, 
and  of  morality  atid  of  common  sense,  in  all  such  cases, 
is  one  and  the  same,  and  it  is,  in  my  opinion,  inviolable. 
It  is  of  the  greatest  importance  for  the  conduct  of  all 
business  transactions  in  this  country,  whether  com- 
mercial or  otherwise,  that  the  parties  who  deal  together 
should  understand,  that  perfect  fairness  and  openness  is 
that  system  which  alone  it  is  their  interest  to  adopt. 

[After  going  seriatim  through  the  exceptions  and  speci- 
fying the  order  to  be  made  on  each,  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  proceeded  as  follows :] — 

• 
I  cannot  conclude  this  case  without  expressing  my 
regret,  that  I  have  felt  it  my  duty  to  make  a  decision 
on  these  points  which  will  lead  to  so  stringent  a  decree 
against  Mr.  Oray,  It  cannot,  however,  be  too  generally 
known  or  understood,  amongst  all  persons  dealing  with 

each 
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each  other,  in  the  character  of  principal  and  agent,  how  1855. 
severely  this  Court  deals  with  any  irregularities  on  the 
part  of  the  agent,  how  strictly  it  requires  that  he  who 
is  the  person  trusted  shall  act,  in  all  matters  relating  to 
such  agency,  for  the  benefit  of  his  principal,  and  how 
imperative  it  is  upon  him  to  preserve  correct  accounts  of 
all  his  dealings  and  transactions  in  that  respect,  and 
that  the  loss,  and  still  more  the  destruction  of  such 
evidence,  by  the  agent,  falls  most  heavily  on  himself. 


Note. — See  Walmtkyy.  Walmtley,  3  Jones  Sf  Lat.  556;  Popham, 
38 ;  The  Duke  of  Leeds  ▼.  Lord  Amherst  (before  the  Vice-chancellor 
of  England,  see  the  next  case ) ;  Mawman  ▼.  Tegg,  2  Russell, 
p.  390  ;  Lewis  v.  Ftdlarton,  2  Bew.,  p.  11  et  seq. :  and  the  cases  of 
spoliation  of  wills,  Saltern  ▼.  Melhuish,  Ambler,  247 ;  Barker  v.  Aay, 
2  Russell,  p.  71 ;  Sugdens  Law  of  Property,  189;  Smith  v.  Spencer, 
1  Younge  ^  C,  (C.  C.),  75. 


V.Cof 
The  DUKE  OF  LEEDS  v.  The  EARL  OF  England. 

AMHERST  (a).  I860. 

AprU  16. 
npHE  late  Duke  of  Leeds  was  tenant  for  life,  without  Where  a 

-*"    impeachment  of  waste,  of  the  Keeton  Estate,  with  TOmmttS  the 
remainder  to  the  Plaintiff.    The  late  Duke,  in  1808,  wrongdoer 
caused  the  mansion-house  to  be  pulled  down  and  sold,  from  the  im- 

and  the  ornamental  timber  to  be  cut,  and  he  converted  po«»*»»^>*y  of 

accurately  as- 

the  park  into  a  farm.  certaining  the 

amount  of 
damage. 
The  late  Duke  died  in  1838,  and  in  1840  the  present     Therefore 

Duke  instituted  this  suit  against  the  executors  of  the  ^ou^nf  of'the' 

late  Duke,  for  an  account  of  the  equitable  waste.  equitable  waste 

committed  by  a 
At  tenant  for  life 

(a)  This    characteristic  judg-      is  inserted  as  relating  to  the  prin-  y^  te^Ven 
ment  of  Sir  Lancelot  Shadtcell,      ciples  laid  down  in  the  preceding  agajnst  his  ex 
which  has  never  been  reported,      caae.  ^uton,  which 

it  was  found 
impossible  to  take  accurately,  and  the  Master  had  arbitrarily  cbaiged  the  executors, 
his  report  was  supported. 


240 
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1850. 

The  Duke  of 
Leeds. 

Tbe&tflor 
Ambeest. 


At  the  hearing  in  1846»  the  Vice-Chancellor  of 
England  declared  (a)  that  the  personal  estate  of  the 
late  Duke  was  liable  to  account  to  the  Plaintiff  for  all 
benefit  and  profit  recdved  by  him  for  the  equitable 
waste  complained  of,  with  interest  from  his  death.  And 
he  referred  it  to  the  Master,  to  take  an  aeamnt  of  all 
sums  received  by  the  late  Duke  from  the  sale  of  the 
materials  of  the  house,  tec,  and  to  inquire  what  orna- 
mental trees  had  been  felled,  and  to  take  an  account  of 
the  monies  received  by  the  late  Duke  for  the  sale 
thereof,  and  to  compute  interest. 


This  decree  was  afterwards  affirmed  by  Lord  Cot-- 
tenham  (Jb). 

The  Master  proceeded  in  the  reference,  but  from  the 
great  lapse  of  time,  the  inquiry  was  one  of  great  diffi- 
culty. It  was  impossible  to  ascertain,  with  any  degree 
of  accuracy,  the  receipts  of  the  late  Duke,  or  the  pre- 
cise amount  of  ornamental  trees  felled.  Ultimately, 
however,  the  Master  reported  that  42,000/.  was  pay- 
able in  respect  of  the  receipts  of  -the  late  Duke,  arising 
from  equitable  waste  and  for  interest  on  the  amount 
received.  This  result  did  not  appear  to  be  supported 
by  precise  evidence  of  the  amounts  to  the  above  extent 
actually  received  from  the  waste  by  the  late  Duke ;  it 
seemed  rather  to  be  an  arbitrary  charging  of  the  late 
Duke's  estate,  allowing  certain  deductions  therefrom 
under  the  head  of  "just  allowances.''  The  Defendants 
had  not  carried  in  any  discharge  claiming  specific  allow- 
ances. 


The  Defendants  contended,  that  the  amount  actually 
received  in  respect  of  the  waste  did  not  exceed  11,000/. 

They 


(a)  U  Simons,  367, 


(b)  2PhilUpt,U7. 
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They  took  several  exceptions  to  the  report,  and  insisted 
that  the  evidence  did  not  warrant  the  conclusion  as  to 
amount  at  which  the  Master  had  arrived.  The  excep- 
tions were  argued  at  great  length  by 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  G.  Z.  Russell,  in  support  of  the 
exceptions. 

Mr.  Bethelland  Mr.  Renshaw,  contra,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

J%e  Vicb-Chancellob. 

There  is  no  question,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  at  an 
early  period,  about  the  year  1800,  there  was,  to  a  certain 
extent,  a  dismantling  of  Keeton  Hall,  because,  inde- 
pendent of  the  parol  evidence  which  has  been  given 
upon  the  subject,  no  one  can  look  at  the  map  without 
seeing  that  there  is  no  vestige  in  it  of  the  south  wing, 
which  certainly  did  formerly  exist ;  ^nd  it  seems  to  me, 
irom  what  was  determined  upon  the  exceptions,  which 
were  brought  before  me  in  1848,  that  I  did  determine 
that  it  was  quite  competent  to  the  Master,  in  making 
the  inquiry,  to  have  regard  not  merely  to  what  took 
place  in  the  year  1809,  but  to  that  anterior  period  which 
followed  soon  after  the  late  Duke  became  possessed  of 
Keeton.  Whatever  was  done  in  or  about  the  year 
1800,  it  appears  that  a  great  deal  was  unquestionably 
done  in  the  year  1809,  and  at  some  subsequent  time. 
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1860. 

The  Duke  of 
Lbedi 

The  Earl  of 
Amhbrit. 


The  exceptions  (except  the  first,  which  is  rather 
formal  than  substantial,)  proceed  mainly  upon  this : — 
that  the  Master  was  directed  to  take  an  account,  and  it 
is  said,  that  he  has  not  taken  an  account ;  it  is  further 
said,  that  at  any  rate  he  ought  not  to  have  found  due 
from  the  estate  of  the  late  Duke  those  sums  which  he 

VOL.  XX.  R  has 
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18A0.       ^^  found  to  be  dae  in  respect  of  the  different  matters 

^•^^^^^^      upon  which  he  has  made  his  report. 
The  Duke  of 
Leeds 
V-  Now  I  must  say,  that^  in  my  opinion,  this  case  is 

Amheest.  ^o  ^  judged,. not  merely  by  the  simple  circumstances 
of  evidence  which  are  found  in  it,  but  with  reference  to 
those  great  principles  of  justice,  which,  as  I  apprehend, 
have  always  governed  mankind,  and  have  been  acknow- 
ledged from  the  earliest  times.  It  appears  to  me  that  it 
is  a  very  right  thing  to  hold  in  one's  contemplation,  on 
deciding  such  a  case  as  this,  what  has  been  the  uniform 
opinion  of  mankind  upon  such  a  general  case  as  the  one 
now  presented  in  this  cause.  I  take  it,  that  the  general 
wisdom  of  mankind  has  acquiesced  in  this : — that  the 
author  of  a  mischief  is  not  the  party  who  is  to  complain 
of  the  result  of  it,  but  that  he  who  has  done  it  must 
submit  to  have  the  effects  of  it  recoil  upon  himself. 
This,  I  say,  is  a  proposition  which  is  supported  by  the 
holy  Scriptures,  by  the  authority  of  profane  writers,  by 
the  Roman  Civil  Law,  by  subsequent  writers  upon  Civil 
Law,  by  the  Common  Law  of  this  country,  and  by  the 
decisions  in  our  own  Courts  of  Equity. 

I  begin  with  the  greatest  authority,  and  I  will  take  a 
very  few  words  of  the  original  (a), — Uims  ol  Xa^mi 
fii^atpaVf  iv  y^oLy^odpa,  ^iroXoSirai — '*  All  those  who  take 
the  sword,  shall  perish  by  the  sword."  **  The  mischief- 
maker  shall  suffer  for  the  mischief  which  he  hath 
created." 

Then  you  have  as  an  example,  which  is  almost  daily 
in  the  mouths  of  men — 

**  Neqae  enim  lex  aequior  ulla, 
Quam  necis  artificei  arte  perire  raft  (6)." 

Next 
(a)  St.  Malt.  c.  26,  ▼.  52.      (6)  Ovid.  Art  Aman.  lib.  i.  Un.  655. 
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Next  you  have  the  authority  of  the  Civil  Law^  and 
you  will  find  in  the  second  Book  of  the  Institutes,  under 
tit.  i.  and  section  2S,  this  statement :—'' Quod  si  fru- 
mentum  Titii  fiumento  tuo  mistum  fuerit :  si  quidem  ex 
voluntate  vestra,  commune  est :  quia  singula  corpora,  id 
est,  singula  grana,  quae  cujusque  propria  fuerunt,  ex 
consensu  vestro  communicata  sunt,  quod  si  casu  id  mis- 
tum fuerit,  vel  Titius  id  miscuerit  sine  tua  voluntate : 
noD  videtur  commune  esse :  quia  singula  corpora  in  sua 
substantia  durant.  Sed  nee  magis  istis  casibus  commune 
fit  frumentum,  quam  grex  intelligitur  esse  communis, 
si  pecora  Titii  tuis  pecoribus  mista  fuerint.  Sed  si  ab 
alterutro  vestrum  totum  id  frumentum  retineatur:  in 
rem  quidem  actio  pro  modo  frumenti  cujusque  competit : 
arbitrio  autem  judicis  continetur,  ut  ipse  aestimet,  quale 
cujusque  frumentum  fuerit." 


1850. 


The  Dttke  of 
Leeds 

V. 

The  Earl  of 
Amherst. 


Then  there  is  a  position  in  Coke  which  always  struck 
me  as  very  forcible.  He  is  speaking  of  the  case  where 
a  contract  has  been  drawn  up  by  one  of  the  parties  to 
it,  and  he  says  that  the  rule  is  this  : — ''  Pactionem  ob- 
sairum  lis  oportet  noscere  in  quorum  potestate  Juii,  ley  em 
appertius  scribere.** 


We  have  next  a  case  in  Popham  (a).     He  says : — 

**  In  trespasse  for  carrying  away  certain  loads  of  hay, 

the  case  happened  to  be  this  :  the  Plaintiff,  pretending 

title  to  certain  hay  which  the  Defendant  had  standing 

in  certain  lands,  to  be  more  sure  to  have  the  action 

passe  for  him,  took  other  hay  of  his  own  (to  wit,  the 

Plaintiff's),  and  mixed  it  with  the  Defendant's  hay; 

after  which,  the  Defendant  took  and  carried  away  both 

the  one  and  the  other  that  was  intermixed,  upon  which 

the 
{a)  Page  38,  pi.  2. 

r2 
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1850.  the  action  was  brought.  And,  by  all  the  Court,  clearly 
^■^^'^^^      the  Defendant  shall  not  be  guilty  for  any  part  of  the 

Leeds  ^^Y*  ^^^  ^J  the  intermixture  (which  was  his  own  act), 
5;  the  Defendant  shall  not  be  prejudiced,  as  the  case  is, 

Amherst,  in  taking  the  hay.  And  now  the  Plaintiff  cannot  say 
which  part  of  the  hay  is  his,  because  the  one  cannot  be 
known  from  the  other,  and  therefore  the  whole  shall  go 
to  him  who  hath  the  property  in  it,  with  which  it  is 
intermixed.  As  if  a  man  take  my  garment  and  em- 
broider it  with  silk  or  gold,  or  the  like,  I  may  take  back 
my  garment.  But  if  I  take  the  silk  from  you,  and  with 
this  face  or  embroider  my  garment,  you  shall  not  take 
my  garment  for  your  silk  which  is  in  it,  but  are  put 
to  the  action  for  taking  of  the  silk  from  you.  So 
here,  if  the  Plaintiff  had  taken  the  Defendant's  hay, 
and  carried  it  in  his  house,  or  otherwise,  and  there 
intermixed  it  with  the  Plaintiff's  hay,  there  the  De- 
fendant cannot  take  back  his  hay,  but  is  put  to  his 
action  against  the  Plaintiff  for  taking  his  hay.  The 
difference  appeareth.  And  at  the  same  day  at  Serjeants* 
Inn,  in  Fleet  Street,  the  difference  was  agreed  by  An- 
derton,  Periam,  and  other  Justices  there.  And  this 
case  was  put  by  Anderson: — If  a  goldsmith  be  melting 
of  gold  in  a  pot,  and  as  he  is  melting  it,  I  will  cast  gold 
of  mine  into  the  pot,  which  is  melted  together  with  the 
other  gold,  I  have  no  remedy  for  my  gold,  but  have 
lost  it." 


The  same  proposition  is  also  to  be  found  in  Warde  v. 
JEyre{a),  where  Lord  Coke  stated  the  law  to  be  pre- 
cisely in  accordance  with  what  was  laid  down  in  Popham, 
The  case  was  this  : — *'  In  an  action  for  trespass  for  an 

assault 

(a)  2  BuUtrode,  323. 
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assault  and  battery,  and  qtiod  ctanubim  pecunitB,  con^ 
taining  five  markes,  cepit.  The  case  appeared  to  be 
this :  the  Plaintifie  and  the  Defendant,  being  at  play, 
the  Plabtiffe  thrust  his  money  into  the  Defendant's 
heape,  and  so  intermingled  them  together :  the  Defend- 
ant  kept  all,  and  upon  this,  being  striving  together  for 
the  money,  for  this  the  Plaintifie  brings  his  action." 
Coke,  Chief  Justice.  In  this  case  the  law  is,  that  if 
J.  S.  have  a  heape  of  come,  and  J.  D,  will  intermingle 
his  come  with  the  corne  of  J.  5.,  he  shall  here  have  all 
the  corne,  because  this  was  so  done  by  J.  2).  of  his 
own  wrong,  and  so  it  was  adjudged  in  a  case  between 
Skordish  and  Moore.  And  so  it  is  in  case  of  money; 
if  two  being  at  play,  and  the  one  of  them  will  inter- 
mingle his  money  in  the  other's  heape  of  money,  he 
shall  now  have  all,  for  this  is  so  done  by  him  of  his  own 
wrong,  and  this  we  have  so  adjudged  in  Sir  Richard 
MartirCs  case,  for  that  his  own  proper  money  or  come 
cannot  now  be  known,  and  therefore  by  this  his  inter- 
mingling being  his  own  act,  and  of  his  own  wrong,  by 
the  law  he  shall  lose  all;  for  this  is  so  used  and  done 
by  him  only  as  a  trick,  thinking  thereby  to  deceive  the 
other,  and  so  to  gain  something  by  this  to  himself;  but 
by  this  his  so  doing  he  hath  deceived  himself,  and  shall 
now  by  this  his  tortious  act  lose  all ;  and  if  this  should 
be  otherwise,  a  man  should  be  made  to  be  a  trespasser, 
voUns  nolens,  by  the  taking  of  his  goods  again,  and  for 
the  avoiding  of  this  inconvenience,  the  law  in  such  a 
case  is,  that  he  shall  now  retein  all.  The  whole  Court 
agreed  with  him  herein  against  the  Plaintiff*,  and  for 
the  reason  aforesaid,  and  so  the  rule  of  the  Court  was, 
''  Quodguerens  nil  capiat  per  billam" 

In  the  second  Vernon,  at  page  516(a),  you  find  this 

(it 
(a)  Fellows  V.  Mitchell. 


1850. 

The  Duke  of 

LSBDB 

The  Earl  of 
Ambbhst. 
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(it  is  given  in  the  loose  way  id  which  Venum  states 

many  things,  especially  in  the  second  Volume) ;  it  seems 

Lbbos       ^  ^  P^'*^  ^^  ^^®  argument  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  or 

••  Lord  Keeper  of  the  day,  who  says,  "  As  if  another  man 

jnc  Esrl  of 
Amhkmt.     should  blend  his  money  with  mine,  by  rendering  my 

property  uncertain  he  loses  his  own." 

Then  the  course  which  Lord  Eldon  adopted  in  White 
V.  Lady  Lincoln  (a)  is  also  to  be  regarded.  There  Lord 
JEldon  declared  that  the  bills  of  a  person  who  was  agent, 
steward  and  solicitor  of  the  Duke  of  Newcastle,  and 
who  had  kept  no  accounts,  must  either  be  presumed  to 
be  paid,  or  if  not,  that  it  was  contrary  to  equity  to 
permit  any  demand  to  be  made  upon  them,  it  having 
been  his  duty  to  his  employer  to  have  kept  such  regular 
accounts  of  his  receipts  and  payments,  dealings  and 
transactions  as  would  enable  the  representatives  of  the 
Duke  to  know  the  true  state  and  result  of  all  such 
Accounts  between  the  agent  and  his  employer  (6). 

Putting  all  these  matters  together,  and  applying 
them  to  the  present  case,  what  do  they  amount  to  but 
this, — that  it  being  unquestionable  that  the  injury  has, 
in  the  first  place,  proceeded  from  the  act  of  the  late 
Duke  of  Leeds,  and  the  late  Duke  of  Leeds  having  left 
matters  in  such  a  state,  that  it  becomes  hopeless,  I  may 
say,  by  anything  like  an  approach  to  certainty,  to 
determine  what  was  the-  amount  of  the  mischief  done 
to  the  Plaintiff,  his  son,  the  only  rule  that  can  be 
adopted  is  this: — that  the  party  who  has  done  the 
mischief  shall  suffer  for  the  mischief  which  he  has  com- 
mitted ;  and  although  it  may  perhaps  be  not  consistent 
quite  with  the  accurate  truth,  yet  that  the  sum  which 

the 
(a)  8  Ves.  363.  (6)  8  Vet.  374. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  247 

the  Master  has  found  shall  be  the  sum  for  which  the       1850. 
estate  of  the  late  Duke  shall  be  answerable,  he  having      ^— ^^-^^ 
created  the  difficulty.  '^'^  L?e J»  ""^ 

V, 

Throughout  this  case,  and  upon  reading  the  whole -of     Ambbkst. 
the  evidence,  I  was  struck  with  this  : — that  so  far  from 
there  being  anything  like  an  attempt  to  make  clear  what 
was  actually  done  by  the  late  Duke,  the  Defendants 
hare  been  acting  upon  a  spirit  of  "  tare  and  tret"  in 
fiivour  of  their  cestui  que  trusif  and  upon  such  mere 
book-keeping,  vile  shop  notions  as  these : — that  they 
are  to  be  charged  nothing,  except  what  can  actually  be 
made  out.     My  opinion  is^  that  they  have  entirely  mis- 
taken the  mark,  and  that  as  they  have  not  chosen,  and 
probably  may  not  be  able  to  make  out  exactly  what 
was  the  amount  of  the  mischief  done  by  the  late  Duke, 
and  the  Plaintiff  has  given  such  evidence  as  lay  in  his 
power,  the  Master  has,  upon  that,  properly  drawn  his 
conclusions.     I  admit,  that  if  it  could  be  made  out,  dis« 
tinctly,  that  there  was  some  great  and  pointed  error 
about  which  there  could  be  no  dispute,  then  it  would 
be  very  well  to  say  that  the  exceptions  ought  to  be 
allowed ;    but  upon  going  through  the  whole  of  the 
case,  all  that  I  can  find  is  this  : — that  a  great  mischief 
was  manifestly  done,  and  nobody  can  say  with  certainty 
how  much  was  done;  if,  then,  I  cannot  have  pointed 
out  to  me  with  certainty  what  precise  error  the  Master 
has  made,  it  is  too  much,  in  such  a  case  as  this,  to 
say,  that  the  whole  is  to  go  for  nothing,  and  that  the 
matter  is  to  be  sent  back  to  the  Master,  just  as  if 
nothing  had  actually  taken  place. 

With  respect  to  the  first  exception  which  regards 
Wilhs'  book,  my  opinion  is,  that  it  is  not  a  substantial 
objection,  and  that  it  cannot  stand. 

With 
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1860.  With  regard  to  the  other  exceptions,  they  all  fall 

^-^^^^^  under  the  general  observations  which  I  have  made, 

^  Lbbm  °  ^°^  which  I  intend  to  apply  to  the  whole  of  the  case, 

V-  and  must  govern  the  substance  of  it. 

The  Earl  of  ^ 


Amhbrst. 


Upon  the  best  ccHisideration,  therefore,  that  I  can 
give  this  case,  after  having  read  over  all  the  papers, 
and  endeavoured  to  follow,  so  far  as  I  could,  what  I 
presumed  to  be  the  view  which  the  Master  had  in 
coming  to  certain  definite  sums,  as  the  ultimate  amount 
of  damage,  but  which,  I  confess,  I  have  been  unable  to 
do  to  my  own  satisfaction,  I  have  thought  it  due  to 
the  justice  of  the  case,  and  to  the  character  of  the  par- 
ties, to  decide  it  upon  these  general  grounds,  and  think- 
ing that  the  conduct  of  the  late  Duke  has  made  it  im- 
possible for  this  Court  to  act  otherwise,  I  shall  overrule 
ail  those  exceptions. 


Note.— There  was  an  appeal  in  this  case,  which  came  before  the 
Lords  Justices  on  the  13th  and  18th  December,  1851,  and  12th 
January f  1 852,  but  ultimately  the  case  was  compromised. 
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SHAW  V.  FORREST. 

Dec.  1,  2. 
ItTR.  D.  was  the  solicitor  of  some  of  the  Defendants,  Parties,  though 
■^"-   who  were  resident  out  of  the  jurisdiction.  ^JlS^^^a 

notice  of  mo* 
The  Plaintiff  being  about  to  bring  on  a  motion,  ap-  g^'twllymade 
plied  to  Mr.  2>.  to  appear  for  these  Defendants^  and  respondeDtt, 
though  not  formally  served  with  a  notice  of  motion,  a  to  their 
copy  was  furnished  him.    Mr.  D.  at  first  refused  to 
appear  for  them,  but  he  afterwards  expressed  his  wil- 
lingness to  do  so,  and  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor  wrote  him 
a  note,  stating  when  the  motion  would  come  on. 

Mr.  Cory,  in  support  of  the  motion. 

The  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls  having  refused  the  motion 
with  costs, 

Mr.  Uoydf  on  behalf  of  Mr.  D.*$  clients,  asked  for 
his  costs. 

Mr.  Cory  opposed  them,  on  the  ground  that  he  had 
never  been  served  with  the  notice  of  motion,  and  that 
the  notice  and  letter  were  mere  acts  of  curtesy. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  In  my  opinion,  these 
persons  are  entitled  to  their  costs. 
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BOLD  u.  HUTCHINSON, 

March  12,  13. 

Where,  upon    "DY  the  settlement  made  in  ]  801,  on  the  marriage  of 

onwo^nons,  Lieutenant-Colonel  Sir  William  Hutchinton  and 

a  third  party     Latitia  Vaillant,  certain  stocks,    funds  and  securities 
makes  a  re-  ,  .  -         ,       , 

pretentaiioD,     ^^re  vested  in  trustees,  upon  trust,  after  the  decease  of 

XhidTthi?  ^^®  survivor  of  them,  for  the  children  of  the  marriage, 

marriage  takes  as  they  jointly  or  as  the  survivor  of  them  should  ap« 

Ke*houDd  to      P^^"**  ^^^  '^  default  of  appointment,  upon  trust  for  the 

make  good       children  equally. 

that  represen-  ' 

tation. 

A  father  re-       There  were  five  children  of  the  marriage,  one  of 
the  intended      whom  died,  and  another,  Theodona  Frances  Hutchin- 
d^ShSr^S,  *^^*  afterwards  married  the  Plaintiff,  the  Rev.  Hugh 
on  the  death  of  Bold, 
himself  and  his 
wife,  the 

daughter  Qn  the  treaty  for  the  marriage  between  the  Plaintiff 

would  have  ,  , 

10,000/.  at  the  ^^d  Miss  Hutchinson,  an  interview  took  place  between 

veiy  least;       ^h^  Plaintiff  and  Sir  W.  Hutchinson,  on  the  16th  of 

that  he  had  ' 

made  no  eldest  December,  1830,  on  the  subject  of  the  marriage. 

son,  and  that 

all  his  children 

should  share         Instructions  were  accordingly  drawn  up  by  the  direc- 

equally ;  and 

the  intended  "O^* 

husband,  at  the  time,  made  a  memorandum  in  writing  of  the  representation.  Heads  of 
marriage  articles  were  prepared,  by  or  by  the  direction  of  tlie  father,  providing,  among 
other  things,  that  he  should  covenant  that  the  daughter  would,  at  the  death  of  himself 
.  and  his  wife,  be  entitled  to  10,000/.  and  upwards.  The  settlement  made  in  pursuance 
of  these  instructions  did  not  contain  any  such  covenant,  but  there  was  a  recital  that 
the  daughter  would  be  entitled  to  the  10,000/.,  and  the  father  was  a  party  to  the  deed. 
The  share  coming  to  the  daughter  under  her  father  and  mother's  marriage  settlement 
fell  short  of  10,000/.,  and  no  addition  was  made  to  it  by  the  father  in  his  lifetime  or  by 
will.  Held,  that  the  representation  made  by  the  father  must  be  made  good  by  him, 
and  that  his  estata  roust  make  up  the  deficiency. 

In  cases  of  this  description,  in  Courts  of  Equity,  the  moral  obligation  is  co-extensive 
with,  and  not  different  from  the  legal  obligation,  where  the  representations  are  ex- 
pressed in  clear  and  distinct  language ;  but  vague  and  ambiguous  representations  made 
to  persons,  leading  them  to  form  an  opinion  or  belief,  though  morally,  are  not  legally 
binding. 
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tion  of  Sir  W.  Hutchinson,  for  the  preparation  of  the  1866. 
settlement,  which  were  intituled  ^*  Heads  of  Marriage 
Articles  between  the  Rev.  Hugh  Bold  and  Theodotia 
Frances  Hutchinson,*^  and  in  which,  among  other  things,  Hutchimioii. 
were  these  words, — ^^  The  Rev.  Hugh  Bold  settles  a 
jointure  of  500/.  per  annum  (to  commence  at  his  death) 
upon  Miss  J7.,  during  her  natural  life.  During  his 
lifetime,  the  wife  to  have  an  allowance  to  provide 
clotheiji,  &c.,  of  60/.  per  annum.  The  jointure  to  be 
secured  on  the  estate,  and  placed  in  the  charge  of  the 
trustees.  A  covenant  is  to  be  drawn  up,  by  which 
Lieut.  General  Sir  W,  Hutchinson  guarantees  that  his 
daughter  T.  F.  Hutchinson  shall,  at  the  decease  of  both 
parents,  have  a  property  of  not  less  ^han  10,000/.  ster- 
ling (ten  thousand).  Of  course  this  includes  what  she 
will  have  through  Lady  Hutchinson,  this  property  to  be 
settled  on  her  and  her  children,"  &c. 

At  Sir  TF.  Hutchinson* s  request,  the  Plaintiff  agreed 
that  Mr.  AUen,  Sir  William's  solicitor,  should  be  era- 
ployed  to  draw  up  the  settlement,  and  Sir  William  ac- 
cordingly wrote  to  Mr.  AUen,  requesting  him  to  draw  it 
up,  and  inclosing  "a  sketch  whereupon  the  settlements 
are  by  you  to  be  framed,"  being,  as  alleged  by  the  Plain- 
tiff, the  "  Heads  of  Marriage  Articles"  already  referred  to. 
This  letter  contained  these  words,  ^' At  the  death  of  my 
present  wife,  and  of  myself,  whatever  we  may  die  pos- 
sessed of  will  be  divided  between  our  four  children. 
Theodosias  portion  whereof  will  then  be  ten  thousand 
pounds." 

An  indenture  was  accordingly  made  between  the 
Plaintiff  of  the  first  part.  Sir  W,  Hutchinson  of  the 
second  part,  Theodosia  Frances  Hutchinson  of  the  third 
part,  and  trustees  of  the  fourth  part,  whereby,  after 
reciting  that  ''  Theodosia  Frances  Hutchinson  would, 

upon 
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1855.        upon  the  death  of  Sir  W.  Hutchinson  and  his  wife/* 
^■^v'^^      become  entitled  to  a  fortune  consisting  of  stock  in  the 

Bold 

^  public  funds,  monies  and  other  personal   property  to 

Hutchinson,  the  amount  or  value  of  ten  thousand  pounds  sterling 
and  upwards,  and  that  upon  the  treaty  for  the  said 
intended  marriage,  it  was  agreed,  by  and  between  the 
said  Sir  William  Hutchinson  and  Theodosia  F»  Hutchin- 
son and  the  Plaintiff,  that  the  personal  property  which 
the  said  Theodosia  F.  Hutchinson  would  so  become  enti- 
tled to,  upon  the  death  of  both  her  said  parents,  ^'  should, 
immediately  upon  the  death  of  Sir  W.  Hutchinson  and 
his  wife,  be  received  by  the  trustees  and  invested  upon 
the  trusts  thereinafter  declared,"  and,  reciting  the  agree- 
ment as  to  the  pin-money  and  jointure,  is  was  witnessed, 
that,  in  pursuance  and  performance  of  the  agreements, 
&c.,  Sir  W.  Hutchinson  and  Theodosia  F.  Hutchinson^ 
thereby  covenanted  with  the  trustees,  that  all  such  sums 
of  money,  and  other  personal  property  and  effects, 
as  Theodosia  F,  Hutchinson  should,  upon  the  death  of 
the  survivor  of  her  parents,  become  entitled  to,  or 
wherein  she  then  had  any  interest,  vested  or  contingent, 
expectant  on  the  deaths  of  her  parents,  should,  upon  the 
death  of  the  survivor  of  them,  become  vested  in  the 
trustees  thereof  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  contained. 
And  Theodosia  F.  Hutchinson  assigned  the  same  sums 
of  money,  &c.,  to  the  trustees,  upon  trust  to  pay  to 
Theodosia  F.  Hutchinson  the  interest,  dividends  and 
annual  produce  thereof  for  life,  for  her  separate  use, 
without  power  of  anticipation,  and  after  her  decease,  to 
the  Plaintiff  for  life,  and  after  the  decease  of  the  sur- 
vivor, upon  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  the  children  of  the 
marriage,  as  they  should  appoint,  or  should  attain 
twenty-one,  or  marry,  and  in  default  of  children,  in 
trust  for  such  persons  as  Theodosia  F.  Hutchinson 
should  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment,  in  trust 
for  such  persons  as  would,  under  the  Statute  of  Distri- 
bution, 
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bution^  have  become  entitled  to  her  personal  estate,  if       1866. 

she  had  died  intestate  and  unmarried.    The  settlement 

then  went  on  to  settle  the  pin-money  and  jointure;  but 

it  contained  no  covenant  on  the  part  of  Sir  W.  Hutchin-^   Hutchinson. 

son  as  to  the  amount  of  his  daughter's  fortune. 

On  the  27th  of  February^  1840,  the  marriage  took 
place,  and  there  was  issue  one  daughter,  who  died  an 
infant,  in  December^  1841,  and  Mrs.  Bold  died  in 
August,  1842. 

Sir  W.  Hutchinson ^  by  his  will,  dated  in  1844,  gave 
all  the  residue  of  his  property  to  his  wife  for  life,  and 
after  her  decease,  to  his  three  children  then  living;  but 
he  gave  nothing  to  the  Plaintiff  or  his  wife,  or  the 
trustees  of  their  settlement    He  died  in  August^  1846. 

Lady  Hutchinson  died  in  June^  1862,  without  having 
exercised,  or  joined  in  exercising,  the  powers  of  appoint- 
ment given  by  the  settlement  of  July,  1801,  and  there- 
upon the  Plaintiff  became  entitled  to  a  life  estate  in  his 
wife's  one-fifth  of  the  property  comprised  in  that  settle- 
ment, which  amounted  to  about  6,181/.  145.  only. 
This  being  all  the  property  to  which  Mrs.  Bold  was 
entitled,  in  her  own  right,  the  Plaintiff  claimed  a  right 
on  behalf  of  himself  and  the  trustees  of  the  settlement 
of  Februarjfy  1840,  that  they  should  rank  as  creditors 
on  the  estate  of  Sir  W*  Hutchinson,  for  such  a  sum,  as 
together  with  the  one-fiflh  share,  would  make  up  the 
sum  of  10,000/.,  in  which  the  Plaintiff  claimed  a  life 
interest. 

The  Plaintiff  alleged  and  verified  the  statement  by  his 
oath,  that  at  the  interview  between  him  and  Sir  Wil- 
liam, on  the  1 6th  of  December,  1839,  Sir  William  made 
the  following  statement : — 

"  I  pledge*  you  my  word,  as  an  officer  and  a  gentle- 
man. 
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1855.       many  that  at  my  death  and   Lady  Hutchinson's,  my 

^^^'-"^      daughter  will  have  10,000/.  at  the  very  least.     I  have 

^  made  no  eldest  son,  and  my  children  will  all   share 

Hutchinson,  equally."    The  Plaintiff,  at  the  same  time  or  immediately 

after,  made  a  memorandum  in  writing  in  his  pocket 

book  of  the  representation  and  statement  so  made  to 

him,  and  in  the  words  above  stated. 

The  Plaintiff  alleged,  that  the  treaty  proceeded  upon 
the  footing  of  this  representation,  and  upon  the  faith, 
and  in  consideration  of  it,  the  Plaintiff  agreed  to  make  a 
settlement  on  his  intended  wife,  out  on  his  real  estate, 
of  pin-money  and  jointure. 

From  the  evidence  it  appeared,  that  during  the  prepara- 
tion of  the  settlement  o(  February,  1840,  Mr.  Allen  died, 
and  that  Mr.  Shaw,  who  succeeded  to  his  business, 
had,  at  the  wish  of  Sir  W.  Hutchinson^  completed  it, 
and  the  draft  alone,  when  prepared,  was  without  any 
other  papers  submitted  by  the  Plaintiff  to  Mr.  Wilson^ 
a  Conveyancer  (since  deceased),  who  made  no  material 
alteration  in  it.  Both  Mr.  Allen  and  Mr.  Shaw  being 
dead,  there  was  no  direct  evidence  as  to  what  were  the 
instructions  upon  which  the  draft  settlement  was  pre- 
pared ;  but  among  the  papers  which  came  to  the  soli- 
citor who  succeeded  Mr.  Shaw,  was  found  one,  the 
Exhibit  marked  C,  being  in  fact  the  *^  Heads  of  Marriage 
Articles,''  already  referred  to,  and  which,  as  well  as  a 
paper  marked  B.,  and  substantially  of  the  same  purport, 
was  in  the  handwriting  of  Colonel  William  Nelson 
Hutchinson,  the  eldest  son  of  Sir  TT.  Hutchinson,  who 
had  acted  for  him  in  the  treaty  for  the  marriage,  and 
had  given  the  Plaintiff  Paper  B.,  and  himself  kept 
Paper  C.  This  latter  the  Plaintiff,  in  his  affidavit, 
stated  was  the  paper  inclosed  in  Sir  W.  Hutchinson's 
letter,  taken  and  delivered  by  the  Plaintiff  to  Mr.  ^/2en, 
and   therein  called  by  Sir  William  "  ^  sketch:'     The 

Court 
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Court  assumed  that  it  formed  the  instructions  for  the 
settlementy  which  however  did  not  fully  carry  them  out, 
hy  inserting  a  covenant  by  Sir  W,  as  to  the  amount  of 
Mrs.  Bold's  fortune.  Some  alteration  also  was  made  Hutchinson. 
in  the  settlement  before  it  was  executed,  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  an  insurance  office,  from  which  the 
Plaintiff  was  negociating  a  loan,  by  giving  priority  of  their 
charge  over  the  jointure. 

The  Plaintiff,  by  his  bill,  sought  to  have  his  wife's 
fortune  made  up  to  10,000/.,  and,  if  necessary,  to  have 
the  settlement  rectified,  and  made  conformable  with  the 
"  Heads  of  Marriage  Articles." 

Mr.  iZ.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Selwyn,  for  the  Plaintiff, 
relied  on  De  Beil  v.  Thomson  (a). 

Mr.  Rolt  and  Mr.  Toller^  for  all  the  substantial  De- 
fendants, cited  Luders  v.  Anstey  (b) ;  Maunsell  v. 
White(c)\  Money  v.  Jorden(d);  Partyn  v.  Robert${e); 
The  Marquess  o(  Breadalbane  v.  The  Marquess  of  Chan" 
doi(J). 

Mr.  Freeling,  for  the  trustees. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  there  is  no  difficulty  in  determining  that  the 
Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  decree.  I  proceed  upon  a  lead- 
ing principle,  repeatedly  adopted  and  laid  down  both  by 
the  Courts  of  Common  Law  and  of  Equity,  when  dealing 
with  matters  of  this  description;  though  it  is  in  some 

respects 

(a)  3  Bern,  469;  S.C.  nom.  (d)  15  Bern.  372,  reverted  by 

EammenUy  v.  Dt  Biel,  12  CI.  the  Houie  of  Lords. 

4r  F.  45.  («)  Ambl.  314. 

(A)  4  Ves.  501  ;  5  Vet.  213.  (/)  2  Mifl  *  Cr.  739. 

(c)  1  Jone$  4  Lot.  539. 
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respects  varied  in  Courts  of  Common  Law,  by  statute,  but 
with  which  I  have  nothing  here  to  do.  The  principle  is 
this : — that  where,  upon  the  marriage  of  two  persons,  a 
Hutchinson,  ^jjird  party  makes  a  representation  upon  the  faith  of 
which  that  marriage  takes  place,  he  shall  be  bound  to 
make  good  that  representation. 

Now  the  state  of  the  case  here  appears  to  be  this: — A 
gentleman  proposing  to  a  lady,  applies  to  her  father  for 
his  consent  to  the  marriage,  and,  as  might  naturally  be 
supposed,  the  father  informs  the  intended  husband  what 
her  portion  would  consist  of.  After  that,  a  settlement 
is  made,  and  if  there  were  nothing  more  than  this 
settlement  and  the  representation  proved  to  have  been 
made  by  Sir  William  Hutchinson  at  the  time  when  the 
Plaintiff  applied  to  him  for  his  consent  to  the  marriage, 
I  should  be  of  opinion,  that  Sir  William  Hutchinson  and 
his  estate  would  be  bound  to  make  good  the  represen- 
tation then  made.  The  principle  upon  which  I  proceed 
is  that  which  is  laid  dovifn  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  the 
case  of  Montefiori  v.  Montefiori  (a),  in  which  he  says, 
that  ''the  law  is,  that  where  upon  proposals  of  marriage 
third  persons  represent  any  thing  material,  in  a  light 
different  from  the  truth,  even  though  it  may  be  by  collusion 
with  the  husband,  they  shall  be  bound  to  make  good 
the  thing  in  the  manner  in  which  they  represented  it. 
It  shall  be  as  represented  to  be." 

I  am  far  from  saying  that  Sir  William  Hutchinson 
did  represent  any  other  than  the  real  truth  of  the  mat- 
ter, but  what  he  represented  was,  that  the  fortune  of 
his  daughter  consisted  of  10,000/.  and  upwards ;  and  I 
find  a  marriage  settlement  afterwards  executed,  in  which 
there  is  a  recital  that  the  lady  will,  at  the  death  of  the 

survivor 
(a)  1  Wm.  BlaekMtane,  363. 
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survivor  of  Sir  William  Hutchinson  and  Lady  Hutchinson  1 855« 
become  entitled  to  a  poition  consisting  of  various  par- 
ticulars, amounting  in  value  to  10,000/.  sterling,  or  up* 
wards.  Sir  William  Hutchinson  is  a  party  to  that  Hotcbihmm. 
settlement,  which  contains  an  express  assertion  that  the 
fortune  of  the  lady  consisted,  at  least  of  that  sum, 
and  not  that  it  would  consist  of  so  much  if  Sir  William 
Hutchinson  made  it  up  to  that  amount  by  his  will. 
The  settlement  also  states,  that  upon  the  treaty  of  the 
marriage,  it  was  agreed,  between  Sir  William  Hutchin- 
son, and  Mrs.  Bold  and  the  PlaintiflT,  that  the  personal 
property  which  Mrs.  Bold  would  so  become  entitled  to, 
on  the  death  of  her  parents,  (that  is,  the  personal  pro- 
perty to  the  amount  or  value  of  10,000/.  sterling  and 
upwards),  should  be  settled.  Then  I  find,  in  the  first 
witnessing  part,  that,  in  consideration  of  the  marriage. 
Sir  William  Hutchinson  and  Miss  Hutchinson  severally 
and  respectively  covenant,  that  all  these  sums  of  money 
and  the  other  personal  property  of  Miss  Hutchinson 
should  be  settled.  I  look  in  vain  for  any  cause  or  reason 
why  Sir  William  Hutchinson  should  have  been  made  a 
party  to  this  marriage  settlement,  unless  for  the  purpose 
of  verifying  and  guaranteeing  the  accuracy  of  the  state- 
ment there  recited,  that  the  fortune  of  the  lady  was  to 
be  10,000/.  sterling  and  upwards,  which  fortune  was  to 
proceed  and  eome  from  himself  upon  the  death  of  the 
survivor  of  himself  and  wife. 

It  has  been  contended  that  a  statement,  that  a  sum 
will  be  settled  by  will,  will  not  amount  to  an  under- 
taking or  promise  which  will  bind  the  person  who 
made  it :  and  to  this  extent  I  concur  in  the  observation, 
viz.,  where  there  is  no  statement  of  a  specific  sum,  as 
being  actually  the  property  of  the  lady,  which  is  to  be 
so  settled.  I  look  at  the  other  documents  referred  to 
in  this  cause,  and  I  only  see  in  them  a  confirmation  of 

VOL.  XX.  8  the 
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1855.  ^^  statement  that  is  there  made.  In  the  first  place,  I 
look  at  the  Exhibits  marked  B.  and  C,  which  are  "  the 
heads  of  marriage  articles  between  the  Rev.  JET.  Bold 
and  Theodosia  Frances  Hutchinson^**  and  I  find  that  it 
is  stated,  that  a  covenant  is  to  be  drawn  up,  by  which 
Lieutenant-General  Hutchinson  guarantees  that  his 
daughter  shall,  at  the  decease  of  her  parents,  have  a 
fortune  of  not  less  than  10,000/.  sterling.  I  find,  also, 
that  in  the  letter  marked  D.,  which  was  written  and 
sent  to  Mr.  Alkn^  the  solicitor,  who  prepared  the  settle- 
ment, Sir  TFi//»ani  states,  that  at  the  death  of  his  present 
wife  and  himself,  "  whatever  we  may  die  possessed  of, 
will  be  divided  between  our  four  children.  Theodosia  s 
portion  thereof  will  be  10,000/."  It  is  to  be  observed, 
in  this  case,  that  considering  the  length  of  time  which 
has  elapsed,  and  the  necessary  infirmity  of  human  me- 
mory upon  such  subjects,  it  is  absolutely  necessary  for 
the  Court  to  proceed  and  act  upon  the  written  docu- 
ments which  are  not  susceptible  of  change.  I  see  in 
these  documents,  as  I  think,  a  reasonable  explanation 
why  no  covenant  was  introduced  into  the  settlement 
It  was  considered  that  the  fortune  of  the  lady  did  not 
depend  on  the  will  of  Sir  William  Hutchinson,  for  here, 
in  fact,  is  a  statement  that  she  was  entitled  to  that  sum 
of  money  on  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  her  parents; 
and  although,  undoubtedly,  it  would  have  been  a  more 
proper  course  to  have  introduced  an  express  covenant 
on  the  subject,  yet  I  can  well  understand,  that  both  the 
conveyancer  who  prepared  the  settlement,  and  Mr. 
Wilson,  who  afterwards  looked  over  it,  considered  that 
it  was  not  necessary  to  introduce  any  covenant  on  the 
part  of  Sir  William  Hutchinson,  inasmuch  as  the  recital 
was  positive  and  distinct,  that  the  fortune  of  the  lady 
consisted  of  that  which  was  there  stated.  It  was  con- 
tended, that  this  is  not  the  representation  of  an  existing 
fact ;  but  if  I  am  right  in  the  view  that  I  take  of  this 

case, 
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case,  it  is  equally  the  representation  of  an  existing  hcU 

whether  the  statement  is  that  the  lady,  on  the  death  of 

the  survivor  of  two  persons,  is  entitled  to  a  sum  of 

money  amounting  to  10,000/.,  or  that  she  is,  at  that  Hutchimmk. 

moment  entitled  to  it. 

I  look  upon  the  case  in  this  way : — Suppose,  upon 
the  marriage  of  a  lady,  her  intended  husband  applies  to 
the  father,  and  asks  him,  or  without  being  asked  the 
father  states,  that  the  fortune  his  daughter  is  entitled  to 
is  10,000/.,  and  that  thereupon  a  settlement  is  drawn 
up  reciting  that  she  is  entitled  to  a  sum  of  10,000/., 
could  this  Court  allow  the  father  afterwards  to  say 
that  she  is  not  entitled  to  any  sum  of  10,000/.,  and  that 
her  fortune  in  fact  amounts  to  nothing?  It  is  to  be  ob- 
served, that  if  the  contention  of  the  Defendant  be  cor- 
rect, this  lady  might  now  be  alive  with  a  large  family 
of  children,  and  not  one  farthing  could  she  have  re- 
quired from  her  father  or  family.  I  have  no  doubt, 
that  if  she  had  lived,  and  had  had  a  family,  the  circum- 
stances would  have  been  different,  and  that  this  ques- 
tion would  never  have  arisen  between  the  parties.  And 
I  apprehend  that  (as  is  fairly  stated  in  the  evidence  of 
Colonel  Hutchinson)  his  father  would  have  been  morally 
bound  to  have  left  the  same  sum  to  Mrs.  Bold  as  to  his 
other  children,  and  that  the  intention  would  have  been 
carried  into  effect  But  moral  obligations  in  matters  of 
this  description,  as  they  are  treated  in  Courts  of  Equity, 
are  co-extensive  with  and  not  different  from  legal  obli- 
gations, where  they  are  expressed  in  clear  and  distinct 
language.  No  doubt  vague  and  ambiguous  represen- 
tations might  be  made  to  persons  on  marriage,  which 
might  create  expectations  and  belief  which  the  person 
making  them  might  be  morally,  though  not  legally, 
bound  to  execute ;  but  where  the*  matter  is  clearly  and 
distinctly  expressed,  then  in  my  opinion  the  legal  obli- 

s  2  gation 
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1855.       gation  follows  the  moral  obligation,  and  is  co-extensive 

^'^^>^'^^      with  it. 
Bold 

V. 

Hutchinson.  Now,  it  is  to  be  observed  (which  makes  the  distinc- 
tion in  this  case),  that  assuming  the  memorandum  made 
by  Mr.  Bold,  when  the  representation  was  made  to  him 
by  Sir  William  Hutchinson,  to  be  a  correct  statement 
of  what  he  then  said,  it  appears,  that  Sir  William  then 
stated,  that  the  lady's  fortune  would  at  least  be  10,000/., 
that  he  intended  to  leave  all  his  children  equally.  That 
statement  being  followed  by  a  settlement  of  this  descrip- 
tion, in  my  opinion  renders  two  matters  obvious,  one  is, 
that  the  obligation  to  make  good  the  10,000/.  is  imposed 
on  Sir  William  ;  but  that  a  legal  obligation  to  leave  his 
daughter,  Mrs.  Bold,  an  equal  fortune  with  the  rest  of 
his  children  does  not  follow.  He  merely  states  that  as 
a  general  expression  of  his  intention,  but  not  as  a  thing 
which  would  bind  him  or  his  estate.  It  might  be,  that 
upon  the  death  of  Sir  William  Hutchinson,  his  fortune 
might  be  such  that,  if  equally  divided,  it  would  have 
left  Mrs.  Bold  a  fortune  of  20,000/.  instead  of  10,000/., 
yet,  in  my  opinion,  she  would  only  have  been  entitled 
to  the  10,000/.  which  is  there  clearly  expressed,  and 
this  distinction,  as  it  appears  to  me,  affords  the  rule 
which  governs  cases  of  this  description. 

In  the  case  of  JDe  Biel  v.  Thomson  (a)  there  was  an  ex- 
press statement  by  the  father  that  he  intended  to  leave 
another  sum  of  10,000/.  to  be  settled ;  upon  the  faith  of 
that  statement  the  marriage  took  place ;  thereupon  the 
Court  held  him  bound  to  perform  that  obligation.  The 
case  of  MunseUv.  White (b)  marks  the  distinction;  the 
statement  made  by  the  uncle  was  one  leaving  it  entirely 
in  his  own  will  and  pleasure  to  do  exactly  as  he  might 

think 
(a)  3  Beav.  469.  {b)  1  Janei  if  Lai.  539. 
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think  fit,  if  altered  circumstances  should  induce  him  to  1866. 
change  his  intention.  That  representation  was  made  to  ^^'^/^"^ 
the  friends  of  the  lady,  who  ought  not  to  have  been  ^^ 

misled  by  it;  the  representation  was  of  what  he  had  Hutchimsok. 
done  then,  but  that  he  did  not  intend  to  be  bound  by 
it  for  the  future ;  and  that,  although  he  had  by  his  will 
left  his  Tipperary  estates  to  the  intended  husband,  he 
might  alter  it,  **  if  some  unforeseen  occurrence  should 
take  place.*'  That  distinguishes  it  from  the  present  case. 
There  are  only  two  other  cases  to  which  I  think  it  ne- 
cessary to  refer.  In  Montefiari  y.  Montefiori{a)y  the 
brother,  on  the  intended  marriage  of  another  brother, 
stated  to  the  friends  of  the  lady  that  he  owed  him  a 
sum  of  money  (which  was  not  the  fact) ;  he  was  com- 
pelled to  make  that  good.  In  Neville  v.  Wilkinson  (b) 
a  person  was  asked  to  make  out  a  list  of  the  debts  due 
from  the  intended  husband.  In  doing  so,  he  omitted  a 
large  sum  of  money  due  to  himself,  on  the  belief  and 
the  representation  made  by  the  intended  husband,  that  if 
he  made  that  statement,  it  would  prevent  the  marriage 
taking  place.  After  the  marriage  had  taken  place,  he 
insisted  on  enforcing  that  debt  against  the  husband, 
upon  which  Lord  Thurlow  granted  a  perpetual  injunc- 
tion to  restrain  him  for  ever  enforcing  that  debt  against 
him  ;  Lord  Eldon,  in  a  subsequent  case  of  the  Vauxhall 
Bridge  CJompany  v.  The  Earl  of  Spencer{c),  stated,  "  he 
remembered  arguing  that  case  with  obstinacy,  but  Lord 
Thurlow  thought,  that  having  made  a  representation,  a 
Court  of  Equity  must  hold  him  to  it."  All  those  de- 
cisions appear  to  me  to  indicate  the  principle  which 
governs  the  present  case. 

It  is  impossible  for  me  to  adopt  the  view,  which  Mr. 
Toller  wishes  me  to  take,  that  the  proposed  mortgage 

of 
(o)  1  ir.  Biackstane,  363.    (6)  1  Bro.  C.  C.543.    (f)  Jaroft,  p.  67. 
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of  Mr.  BoWs  property  to  the  insoraDce  company  for 
lOfiOOL  made  a  difference  in  the  arrangements^  because, 
in  fact,  the  evidence  of  Colonel  Hutchinson  rebuts  such 
a  presumption. 

I  am  of  opinion,  in  the  absence  of  any  clear  and 
distinct  evidence,  which  unfortunately  arises  from  the 
death  of  both  Mr.  Allen  and  Mr.  Shaw,  that  the  rea- 
sonable inference  is,  that  the  Exhibit  D.,  the  letter 
written  by  Sir  WiUiam  Hutchinson  to  Mr.  Allen,  did 
contain  in  it  Exhibit  C,  which  is  the  proposal  in  the 
handwriting  of  Colonel  Hutchinson^  which  was  after* 
wards  found  among  Mr.  Shaw's  papers.  He  incloses  a 
sketch.  What  is  that  sketch  ?  I  find  that  there  were  two 
sketches,  B.  and  C,  which  were  substantially  the  same, 
I  find  a  letter  written  by  Sir  William  Hutchinson  to  Mr. 
AUen,  in  which  he  states  that  he  incloses  a  sketch  for 
the  purpose  of  preparing  the  settlement.  The  natural 
inference  is,  that  it  would  be  one  of  those  two  sketches 
which  had  been  prepared  by  Colonel  Hutchinson,  who 
was  authorized  to  act  for  Sir  William  Hutchinson  in 
this  matter.  I  find  that  document  C,  which  answers 
exactly  that  description,  among  the  papers  of  Mr. 
Allen,  I  find  that  it  afterwards  came  to  Mr.  Shaw,  and 
subsequently,  to  his  successors  in  business.  The  rea- 
sonable and  natural  inference  is,  that  that  document 
was  the  document  there  referred  to.  Then,  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  this  settlement  was  prepared  by  Mr.  Allen 
with  the  view  of  carrying  those  instructions  into  effect* 
A  possible  explanation  of  the  omission  of  any  express 
covenant  by  Sir  William  Hutchinson  in  the  settlement, 
that  the  fortune  of  the  lady  should  not  fall  short  of 
10,000/.,  is  to  be  found  in  the  suggestion  which  I  have 
already  made,  that  it  was  believed  that  this  sum  did 
not,  in  fact,  depend  upon  his  will,  but  that  the  excess 
only  beyond  the  10,000/.  depended  on  his  further  bounty, 

and 
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and  what  he  might  leave,  and  that  that  further  bounty        1855. 

was  intended  to  be  settled  also ;  this  explains  the  whole,      ^'^ 

and  shews  why  no  covenant  was  introduced  by   Sir  v. 

William  Hutchinson  guaranteeing  that  the  fortune  of  Hotchinioii. 

the  lady  should  amount  to  10,000/.     in  fact,  as  I  have 

before  stated.  Sir  William  Hutchinson,  being  made  a 

party  to  the  settlement,  and  joining  in  the  covenant  to 

the  trustees  that  the  fortune  of  the  lady  shall  be  so 

settled,  seems  to  me  to  have  been  the  mode  by  which 

the  Conveyancer  intended    to  carry  into  effect  that 

clause  of  the  settlement  by  which  he  guaranteed  that 

the  fortune  should  not  be  less  than  10,000/.    Why  it 

was  left  vague  seems  to  me  to  be  explainable  by  the 

supposition,  that  her  fortune  might  be  a  good  deal 

more  than  10,000/.,  but  to  that  extent,  at  all  events, 

it  was  to  be  settled,  and  that  whatever  more  she  might 

get,  from  her  father's  bounty,  or  on  the  death  of  her 

father  and  mother,  was  also  to  be  settled. 

Upon  the  grounds  and  principles  I  have  stated,  I  am 
of  opinion,  that  where  a  statement  is  made,  that  state- 
ment must  be  made  good  ;  and  that,  if  the  representa- 
tion had  been  made  by  Sir  William  Hutchinson,  that  the 
existing  fortune  of  the  lady  was  10,000/.,  I  could  not 
have  allowed  him,  in  his  lifetime,  to  have  denied  the 
accuracy  of  that  representation,  but  should  have  com- 
pelled that  fortune  to  be  settled;  and,  being  dead,  I  am 
compelled  to  hold  his  assets  are  bound  to  make  good 
his  assertion,  that  the  fortune  of  the  lady  upon  the 
death  of  the  survivor  of  Sir  William  Hutchinson  and 
Lady  Hutchinson  did  amount  to  10,000/.  I  must  ac- 
cordingly make  a  declaration  to  that  effect 

In  my  opinion,  it  is  not  necessary  to  reform  the  settle- 
ment, and  I  studiously  abstain  from  making  any  ob- 
servation as  to  whether,  if  it  were  necessary  to  reform 

it, 


Bold 
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1865.  >^9  I  should  think  it  was  the  province  or  duty  of  this 
Court  to  reform  this  settlement  for  the  purpose  of 
making  it  conformable  with  the  heads  of  arrangement 
UoTCHivtoir.  which  were  sent  to  Mr,  Allen.  I  think  it,  however,  a 
material  circumstancei  that,  so  far  as  I  can  judge  from  the 
bill  of  costs  and  the  evidence  before  me,  that  those  heads 
of  settlement  constituted  the  only  instructions  which  Mr. 
Allen  had  to  deal  with,  for  the  purpose  of  preparing  the 
settlement,  and  that,  in  fact,  no  communication  what- 
ever took  place  between  him  and  Sir  William  Hutchin- 
son after  the  interview  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Mr. 
Allen  in  London.  I  find  also  that  Mr.  Shaw^  in  the 
statement  which  he  makes  after  Mr.  Attends  death, 
shews  that,  in  fact,  the  draft  of  the  settlement  had  been 
already  prepared  upon  the  instructions  which  Mr.  Allen 
had  then  received. 

The  result  is,  in  my  opinion,  that  I  must  make  a  de- 
claration upon  the  grounds  I  have  stated. 


Note. — Affirmed  by  Lord  Cranworth,  on  other  grounds,  Nooem* 
her  7,  1856. 
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COLE  V.  LEE. 

March  16,  19. 
^UBJECT  to  the  life  interest  of  herself  and  her  has-  Under  a  dm>- 

•^  band,  Mrs.  Tuder  had,  in  the  events  which  hap-  ^^  ^^^ 

pened,  an  absolute  power  of  appointment  over  certain  benefit  of  A, 

real  and  personal  estate  vested  in  trustees.  foUowed  bTa 

direction  to 

By  her  will,  made  in  1819,  Mrs.  Tuder  appointed  interest  atm 

that  the  trustees  should  stand  seised  and  be  possessed  Pf^^^Bt.  on 

'  that  mni,  to 

of  this  property,  in  trust  as  follows : — ''  In  the  first  A,  during  her 

place,  out  of  all  such  real  and  personal  property,  as  soon  JJ^^ *« 

as  conveniently  may  be  after  .the  decease  of  the  survivor  children  of  the 

of  us  (viz.  herself  and  her  husband),  to  raise  and  set  ia^^Held» 

apart  the  sum  of  6,000/.  of  lawful  money  of  Great  Bri-  ^'  »*«*•*  ^ 

five  per  cent. 
<atn,  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  my  niece  EUzaheth  was  not  to  be 

Cole  and  of  her  issue,  as  after  mentioned,  and  to  raise  ^^^^^^^ 

and  pay  interest  on  the  said  sum  of  6,000/.,  at  the  rate  the  whole  life 

of  6/.  per  cent,  per  anjwm,  to  be  computed  from  the  ^^\y  QQtii 

decease  of  such  survivor  as  aforesaid,  which  interest  shall  ^*  5,000/ had 

be  paid  to  my  said  niece  or  her  assigns,  during  her  life, 

for  her  and  their  own  absolute  use  and  benefit 

"  And  fi-om  and  after  her  decease,  as  to  the  said 
principal  sum  of  6,000/.,  in  trust  for  the  sons  of  JB/isa* 
beth  Cole,  who  should  attain  twenty-one,  and  her 
daughters  who  should  attain  that  age  or  marry,  equally. 
And  in  case  they  should  be  under  age,  &c.,  the  '  interest 
and  dividends  of  so  much  of  the  said  last-mentiooed 
trust  money' "  as  should  not  be  then  payable,  should 
be  applied  in  their  maintenance,  until  their  shares  ''  of 
the  said  principal"  should  be  payable. 

And 
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And  as  to  all  the  residue  of  the  property,  ''  subject 
to  the  raising  and  payment  thereout  of  the  said  sum 
of  5,000^  as  aforesaid/'  in  trust  for  other  persons. 

Mrs.  Tudor  died  in  1823,  her  husband  died  in  1840, 
and  Elizabeth  Cole  became  Mrs.  Lee, 

After  the  death  of  Mr.  Tudor,  the  Plaintiffs,  ivbo 
were  interested  in  the  property,  subject  to  the  charge 
of  5,000Z.  and  interest,  paid  Elizabeth  Lee  250/.  a  year 
down  to  1854,  when  they  paid  the  6,000/.  into  Court 
under  the  Trustee  Relief  Act,  and  it  was  invested  by 
the  Accountant- General  in  Consols.  But  Mrs.  Lee 
having  insisted  that  she  was  entitled,  out  of  the  real 
and  personal  estate,  during  her  life,  to  the  payment  of 
250/.  a  year,  or  so  much  thereof  as  might  not  be  paid 
out  of  the  dividends  of  the  Consols,  a  special  case 
was  prepared  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court :  first,  as  to 
whether  the  real  and  personal  estate,  appointed  by 
Mrs.  Tudor,  were  still  chargeable  with  the  paymept  of 
the  250/.  a  year,  dufing  the  life  of  Mrs.  Lee ;  secondly, 
whether  that  property  was  wholly  relieved  from  the 
charge  by  the  payment  of  the  5,000/.  into  Court;  or 
thirdly,  whether  it  was  only  partially  relieved  to  the 
extent  of  the  dividends  on  the  Consols. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Pemberton,  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
argued,  that  the  interest  was  a  mere  accessory  to  the 
capital,  and  was  only  charged  on  the  estate  until  the 
principal  sum  had  been  raised. 

Mr.  i2.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Goldsmid,  for  the  Defend- 
ants, argued,  that  the  direction  was  positive,  to  raise 
interest  at  5/.  per  cent.,  and  pay  it  to  Mrs.  Lee  during 
her  life.    They  cited  Arnold  v.  Arnold  (a). 

Both 

{a)  2  MjfL  4  K.  365. 
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Both  sides  commented  on  the  terms  of  the  instru-       1865. 
ment. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

There  is  considerable  obscurity  arising  from  some  of 
the  words  of  the  will ;  but  I  think  that  the  construction 
to  be  put  upon  them  is  not  open  to  much  doubt.  I  see 
nothing  m  this  will  pointing  to  successive  raising  of 
interest,  and  it  is  obvious  that  if  the  construction  put  on 
it  were  to  secure  6/.  per  cent,  per  annum  to  Mrs.  Lee,  it 
would  be  necessary,  if  the  interest  ever  fell  short,  to 
make  a  further  charge  for  the  deficiency.  It  appears 
to  me,  that  the  construction  to  be  put  on  this  clause  is 
this : — that  when  the  sum  of  5,000/.  was  raised,  interest 
was  also  to  be  raised  up  to  that  period,  at  the  rate  of  5/. 
per  cent,  per  annum. 

The  words  of  the  will  point,  in  the  first  place,  to  a 
life  interest  in  the  legacy.  The  words  are  these :— •''  in 
trust  • .  .  after  mentioned."  That  is  to  say,  6,000/.  are 
to  be  raised  for  the  benefit  of  her  niece  and  her  issue, 
**  as  after  mentioned."  That  alone  would  be  sufficient 
to  shew  that  Elizabeth  Lee  was  to  take  a  life  interest 
after  the  death,  in  this  sum  of  5,000/.,  which  was  after* 
wards  to  be  divided  amongst  her  children. 

The  testatrix  goes  on  thus,  which  are  the  words 
which  create  the  ambiguity : — ''  and  to  raise  and  pay 
•  •  .  as  aforesaid/'  If  the  words  stood  there,  I  should 
entertain  very  little  doubt  that  they  meant,  to  raise 
and  pay  interest  upon  the  same,  from  the  death  of 
the  survivor,  up  to  the  time  when  it  is  raised,  it  being 
obvious  that  it  could  not  be  raised  simultaneously  with 
the  death  of  the  survivor,  for  some  interval  of  time 
must  necessarily  elapse  between  the  death  and  the 
raising  of  the  money ;  and  the  fact  of  appointing  that 

interest 
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1855.  interest  at  61.  per  cent  should  be  paid,  would  naturally 
accelerate  the  raising  of  the  money  as  speedily  as  it 
could  be  accomplished. 


COLB 

Lbb. 


She  then  says,  '*  which  interest,  &c twenty* 

one  years.**  Now  the  true  effect  of  that  clause  is,  that 
the  testatrix  did  not  contemplate  successive  raising  of 
interest,  which  would  be  a  very  serious  evil  and  incon- 
venience to  the  estate.  It  is  obvious  that  such  might 
be  the  effect,  if  1  adopted  Mr.  OoldgmidCi  argument, 
because  the  trustees  were  bound  to  raise  the  5,000/.  at 
once,  and  set  it  apart,  so  that  if  the  interest  fell  short  of 
2502.  m  any  year,  the  additional  interest  could  only  be 
raised  by  a  fresh  mortgage  or  charge  on  the  property. 
The  amount  of  interest  due  at  the  time  the  5,000/.  was 
raised  was  ascertained,  and  it  would  be  no  greater  ex- 
pense to  raise  the  sum  of  5,000/.,  together  with  the 
interest  that  had  then  accrued  due,  at  the  rate  of  5/. 
per  cent,  than  it  would  be  to  raise  5,000/.  alone ;  but 
the  difficulty  of  raising  the  deficiency  of  income  subse- 
quently would  be  very  great,  unless  it  was  done  by  a 
prospective  raising  of  a  gross  sum,  which  would  also 
give  rise  to  considerable  expense  and  inconvenience. 
The  clause  to  which  I  was  referred  as  to  maintenance 
has,  on  my  mind,  an  effect  opposite  to  what  was 
intended.  It  directs  that  the  interest  and  dividends 
should  be  paid  for  maintenance,  but  there  is  nothing  to 
show  that  she  anticipated  a  different  rate  of  interest  to 
be  paid  to  the  children  for  their  maintenance  and  edu- 
cation, than  to  their  mother.  It  is  obvious  that  the 
expression  **  which  interest,"  refers  to  the  interest  at  5/. 
per  cent  up  to  the  time  when  the  capital  was  raised. 

Again,  the  whole  of  the  residue  is  given  **  subject  to 
the  raising  and  payment  thereout  of  the  sum  of  5,000/. 
as  aforesaid  ;*'  but  the  whole  of  the  residue  could  not 

be 
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be  applied,  if  there  were  to  be  subsequent  and  successiye  1856. 
raisings  of  interest  to  make  up  the  deficiency  which 
must  necessarily  arise  if  the  6,000/.  were  vested  in  a 
permanent  security.  Admitting  the  principle  of  con- 
structiouy  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court,  if  jlossible, 
to  reconcile  all  the  parts  of  an  instrument,  I  think  that 
this  can  only  be  done  by  saying,  that  the  passage  has 
reference  to  the  interest  to  be  paid  up  to  the  time  of 
raising  the  capital  sum  of  6,000/.,  but  no  limit  is  to  be 
placed  on  such  interest  at  the  rate  of  6/.  per  cent.,  if 
the  money  is  not  raised,  except  the  life  of  £lizabeth 
Lee.  The  result  is,  that  the  case  must  be  answered  on 
the  first  point  in  the  negative,  and  on  the  second  in  the 
affirmative. 


MINET  r.  LEMAN.  ^^28. 

March  1,  24. 

rpHE  Plaintiff,  Mr.  Minet,  was  tenant  for  life  of  a  The  Inclotara 

^      gavelkind  estate,  at  Brasted,  in  Kent,  with  re-  ^"Srund'er 

mainder  over,  and  he  was  seised  in  fee  of  a  freehold  the  provitioni 

estate  at  Hayes^  in  Middlesex.     He  had  taken  proceed-  indotun  Aet 

inffs  (8*0  yi^' 

tborixe  an  exchange,  though  no  incloeare  ii  contemplated,  which  will  be  binding  on 
penons  under  legid  dinbihtv ;  and  under  their  authority  an  exchange  may  be  effected* 
uy  parties  having  a  limited  interest,  of  lands  of  common  socage  tenure  for  lands  of 
gsTelkind  tenure  in  different  counties. 

Where,  under  this  act,  gavelkind  lands  in  Kent  are  exchanged  for  common  socage 
in  Middlties,  the  tenures  of  the  exchanged  lands  are  not  altered,  but  the  Keni  lands 
remain  of  gavelkind  tenure,  and  the  MMicui  lands  of  common  socage  tenure.  (Per 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  ted  quart.) 

The  94th  section  of  the  8  &  9  VkU  c.  118,  is  confined  to  the  exchanges  in  cases  of 
udosure  mentioned  in  the  92nd  section. 

The  general  words  of  a  statute  are  not  to  be  so  construed  as  to  alter  the  previous 
policy  of  the  law,  unless  no  sense  or  meaning  can  be  put  upon  those  words  consis* 
tently  with  the  intention  of  preserving  the  existing  policy  untouched ;  but  the  title 
and  preamble  of  the  General  Indosure  Act  being  quite  generel,  the  words  of  the  147th 
section  appear  to  be  so  general,  as  to  make  it  imponible  to  limit  them  to  exchanees  of 
freeholds  of  the  same  spedes,  notwithstanding  inconveniences  and  seeming  iijustice  to 
parties. 

These  possible  evils  and  inconveniences  are  provided  for  by  the  appointment  of  Com- 
missioners, whose  duW  it  is  to  ascertain  and  approve  of  the  propriety  of  the  exchanges 
before  they  can  be  effected. 
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1866.  11^  to  effect  an  exchange  of  these  two  estates,  but 
before  they  bad  been  perfected,  the  Defendant,  Mr. 
Leman,  contracted  to  purchase  from  him  the  Kent 
estate,  for  4,000/.,  subject  to  certain  conditions  of  sale. 

The  only  condition  which  it  is  necessary  to  mention 
18  the  sixth,  which  was  in  these  words :«— '^  The  re- 
mainder of  the  property  comprised  in  the  particulars 
and  plan,  is  in  the  course  of  being  exchanged  for  fee 
simple  property  in  Middlesex^  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Act  of  Parliament  for  the  inclosure,  exchange  and 
improvement  of  land,  and  which  exchange  has  proceeded 
so  far  as  the  issuing  of  advertisements  preliminary  to 
the  order  for  the  exchange  being  confirmed  by  the  In- 
closure  Commissioners.  The  effect  of  such  exchange 
will  be,  to  transfer  to  the  property  comprised  in  this 
sale,  the  title,  which,  up  to  the  completion  of  the  ex- 
change, was  or  is  applicable  to  the  Middlesex  property. 
The  title,  therefore,  which  the  vendor  will  produce  to  the 
property  comprised  in  this  sale,  will  be  that  relating  to 
the  Middlesex  estate,  and  the  vendor  shall  not  be  re- 
quired to  produce,  nor  shall  any  objection  or  requisition 
be  made  or  taken  in  respect  of  the  title,  applicable  to 
the  property  mentioned  in  the  foregoing  particulars 
prior  to  the  completion  of  such  exchange."  It  then 
provided  that  the  production  of  the  order  for  the  ex- 
change, duly  confirmed  by  the  Commissioners,  should 
"  be  deemed  conclusive  evidence  that  the  exchange  had 
been  duly  effected  and  completed  under  the  above  men- 
tioned acts." 

The  order  for  the  exchange  was  duly  confirmed  by 
the  Commissioners,  but  the  Defendant  objected,  that 
the  Commissioners  had  no  authority,  under  the  Inclo- 
sure  Acts,  to  make  an  order  for  the  exchange  of  lands 
of  common  law  freehold  tenure,  and  lands  of  gavelkind 

tenure, 
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tenure,  but  only  of  lands  of  freehold  tenare,  for  lands  of 
the  same  species  of  tenure ;  and  he  insisted  that  the  147th 
section  of  the  General  Inclosure  Act  (8  &  9  Vict.  c.  US), 
was  to  be  restricted  to  that  limited  construction ;  and 
he  refused  to  complete,  on  the  ground  of  there  being 
no  title  shewn  (a). 


1866. 


The  Plaintiff  filed  his  bill  for  specific  performance, 
and  the  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard,  but  the  suit 
was  treated  as  if  it  had  been  instituted  to  obtain  the 


(a)  The  147th  section  of  the 
8  &  9  Vict.  c.  118,  is  io  these 
words : — 

»*  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
the  commissioners,  upon  the  ap- 
plication in  writing  of  the  per- 
sons interested,  according  to  the 
definition  hereinbefore  contained, 
in  lands  not  subject  to  be  inclosed 
under  this  act,  or  in  lands  subject 
to  be  inclosed  under  this  act  as  to 
which  no  proceedings  for  an  in- 
closure shall  be  pending,  and  who 
shall  desire  to  effect  an  exchange 
of  lands  in  which  they  respec- 
tively shall  be  so  interested,  to 
direct  inquiries  whether  such  pro- 
posed exchange  would  be  bene- 
ficial to  the  owners  of  such  re- 
spective lands;  and  in  case  the 
commissioners  shall  be  of  opinion 
that  such  exchange  would  be  be- 
neficial, and  that  the  terms  of  the 
proposed  exchange  are  just  and 
reasonable,  they  shall,  unless  no- 
tice of  dissent  to  the  proposed  ex- 
change shall  be  given,  under  the 
provision  hereinafter  contained, 
cause  to  be  framed  and  confirmed 
under  the  hands  and  seal  of  the 
commissioners,  an  order  of  ex- 
change, with  a  map  or  plan  there- 
unto annexed,  in  wtiich  order  shall 
be  specified  and  shewn  the  lands 
given  and  taken  in  exchange  by 
each  person  so  interested  respec- 
tively ;  and  a  copy  of  such  oraer, 
under  the  seal  of  the  commission- 


opmion 

era,  shall  be  delivered  to  each  of 
the  parties  on  whose  application 
the  exchange  shall  have  been 
made  ;  and  snch  order  of  ex- 
change shall  be  good,  valid  and 
effectual  in  the  law,  to  all  intenta 
and  purposes  whatsoever,  and 
shall  be  in  nowise  liable  to  be 
impeached  by  reason  of  any  in- 
firmity of  estate  or  defect  of  title 
of  the  persons  on  whose  applica- 
tion the  same  shall  have  been 
made ;  and  the  land  taken  upon 
every  such  exchange  shall  be  and 
enure  to,  for  and  upon  the  same 
uses,  trusts,  intents  and  purposes, 
and  subject  to  the  same  conditions, 
charges  and  incumbrances,  as  the 
lands  given  on  such  exchange 
would  have  stood  limited  or  been 
subject  to  in  case  such  order  had 
not  been  made ;  and  all  expenses 
with  reference  to  such  order  and 
exchange,  or  the  inquiries  in  re- 
lation thereto,  or  to  any  proposed 
exchange,  shall  be  borne  by  the 
persons  on  whose  application  such 
order  shall  have  been  made  or 
such  inquiries  undertaken:  pro- 
vided always,  that  no  exchange 
shall  be  made  of  any  land  held ' 
in  right  of  any  church  or  chapel, 
or  other  ecclesiastical  benefice, 
without  the  consent,  testified  in 
writing,  of  the  Bishop  of  the 
diocese  and  the  patron  of  such 
benefice." 
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1866.       opinion  of  the  Court  upon  the  title,  so  far  as  it  depended 
on  the  validity  of  the  exchange. 


Mr.  Baupell  and  Mr.  Pole,  for  the  Plaintiff.  The 
General  Inclosure  Act  (8  &  9  VicL  c.  1 18)  gives  to  the 
Commissioners  power  to  authorize  the  exchange,  first, 
of  inclosure  lands  by  award  ;  and  secondly,  of  non- 
incloseable  lands,  by  order.  The  147th  section  gives 
express  authority  in  the  latter  case,  without  any  re- 
striction as  to  tenure.  Under  this  section,  gavelkind 
lands  may  be  exchanged  for  freehold  or  common  socage 
lands,  for  they  are  really  of  the  same  tenure.  Gavel- 
kind lands  are  freeholds,  but  with  different  incidents,  as 
to  descent,  dower,  curtesy,  and  the  like.  The  distinction 
is  between  lands  of  socage  tenures  and  villenage,  which 
comprises  copyhold  and  customary  tenures ;  Co,  Lit.{a) ; 
Wright's  Tenure8(b);2Black,  Comm.{c);  and  this  sub- 
division is  preserved  in  the  Inclosure  Acts.  Again,  that 
gavelkind  is  freehold  is  proved  by  its  being  within  the 
writ  of  assize.  Gavelkind  being  therefore  freehold,  may, 
under  the  147th  section,  be  exchanged  for  other  free- 
holds, wherever  situate.  Under  a  power  of  sale  and  ex- 
change in  a  deed  or  will,  gavelkind  may  be  exchanged  for 
freehold,  then  why  should  not  the  same  thing  be  done 
under  a  Parliamentary  power?  But  it  will  be  objected, 
that  this  is  impossible,  because  the  rights  of  the  parties  in 
one  estate  would  be  varied  by  substituting  another  estate 
of  a  distinct  and  different  tenure,  but  the  answer  is  this: — 
That  the  tenures  as  well  as  the  titles  are  shifted,  and  thus 
no  change  takes  place  in  the  rights  of  the  parties  (d). 
[The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  The  objection  is,  that  by 
changing  the  tenures,  gavelkind  lands  would  be  raised 

up 

(a)  Co.  Liit.  SZh;    116a;  (r)  Pages  79,  84. 

a.  172,  c.  11.  (d)  B8i9  Fic^  c.  118,  fs.  94, 

(6)  Pagea  203— 206  (4th  edit.)      147. 
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up  all  over  the  country.]  The  same  might  be  said  of  copy- 
holdsy  yet  the  acts  are  positive  (a).  Exchanges  have 
been  made  to  a  great  extent  on  the  faith  of  this  con- 
struction,  as  appears  from  the  returns  to  Parliament^  and 
even  eminent  lawyers  have  taken  titles  depending  upon 
the  validity  of  such  an  exchange,  and  it  would  be  dan- 
gerous and  impolitic  to  throw  a  doubt  on  the  subject. 

Secondly.  The  conditions  of  sale  preclude  the  objec- 
tion. They  simply  state  the  facts  and  studiously  avoid 
guaranteeing  any  tenure ;  Johnson  v.  Smiley  (ft).  The 
property  is  stated  to  be  in  Kenty  and  all  lands  in  that 
county  are  presumed  to  be  gavelkind;  Robinson  on 
Gavelkind  {c).  The  tenure  has  not  been  altered  even 
by  the  Disga veiling  Statute  31  Hen.  8,  c.  3;  Robin" 
son  {d),  which  only  took  away  the  partibility,  and  not 
the  other  qualities  or  customs  appertaining  to  lands  in 
Kent,  of  the  nature  of  gavelkind. 

Mr.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Robson,  for  the  Defendant. 
The  power  to  exchange  lands  of  gavelkind  tenure  for 
others  of  common  law  freehold  tenure  is  not  expressly 
given  by  the  act  to  the  Commissioners,  and  it  would  be 
contrary  to  the  ordinary  principles  of  construction  to 
imply  such  a  power  from  the  general  words  of  the  act, 
and  thereby  alter  the  previous  policy  of  the  law ;  J3ato- 
kins  V.  Gathercole  {e).  It  might  as  well  be  said  that 
there  is  authority  to  exchange  leaseholds  for  freeholds. 
Copyholds  are  clearly  not  within  the  147th  section  of 
the  General  Inclosure  Act,  because  the  rights  and  in* 
terests  of  the  lords  of  manors  might  be  seriously  pre- 
judiced against  their  consent,  and  without  their  having 

the 

(a)  9  &  10  Vkt.  c.  70,  s.  9.  (rf)  Page  75  (3rd  edit) 

(6)  17  Beav.  223.  (e)  Lords    Justices,    January 

(c)  Book  1,  Chap.  5.  19th,  1855. 

VOL.  XX.  T 
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the  power  to  object^  and  this  is  shewn  by  the  necessity 
of  passing  a  subsequent  act  of  the  9  &  10  Vict,  c  70^ 
in  order  to  make  them  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Leman.  former  act  If  it  should  be  held  that  the  Commission* 
ers  are  empowered  to  authorize  such  an  exchange,  on  the 
application  of  persons  having  limited  interests,  the  con- 
sequence would  be,  that  lands  of  common  socage  tenure 
might  be  converted  into  gavelkind,  and  the  country 
dotted  all  over  with  patches  of  gavelkind  lands ;  this 
would  be  attended  with  very  great  inconvenience,  and 
the  tenure  of  gavelkind  can  only  be  destroyed  by  an 
express  Act  of  Parliament;  Robinson  (a).  If,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  tenures  of  each  of  the  lands  exchanged 
remain  the  same,  this  again  would  be  attended  with 
great  injustice,  because  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  the 
exchanged  lands  would  be  most  materially  affected  by  the 
substitution  of  property  having  different  incidents  from 
that  given  in  exchange,  as  in  the  cases  of  dower,  cur- 
tesy, descent,  and  the  power  of  an  infant  to  alien. 
This  might  be  effected,  too,  without  their  knowledge  or 
consent,  for  the  consent  of  all  parties  interested  is 
not  required,  but  all  that  is  necessary  is  an  advertise- 
ment in  the  county  newspaper,  together  with  the  ab- 
sence of  dissent.  If  such  a  power  could  be  exercised, 
the  result  would  be,  that  a  party  entitled  in  re- 
mainder to  an  old  family  property,  might,  when  his 
interest  fell  into  possession,  find  it  gone  and  a  new  one 
substituted  for  it,  in  a  remote  country  and  possibly  with 
a  defective  title.  Mortgagees,  also,  might  find  the  pro- 
perty comprised  in  their  securities  changed,  and  no 
testator  or  settlor  could  be  sure  that  the  settlement 
made  by  him  of  his  property  would  not  be  altered,  as 
to  the  subject-matter,  at  the  caprice  of  any  party  having 
a  limited  interest  under  it.     A  power  attended  with 

such 
(a)  Page  75. 
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8ucb  results  must  ncrt  be  inferred  from  the  general  1855. 
words  of  the  act.  The  object  of  the  act  was  not  to  em- 
power the  Commissioners  to  exchange  entire  estates 
irrespective  of  inclosure,  especially  if  situated  at  a  great 
distance  from  one  another,  but  only  small  portions  of 
land  inconveniently  situated  for  other  lands  in  a  more 
convenient  locality.  Under  powers  of  sale  and  exchange 
this  Court  would  never  authorize  such  an  exchange  as 
would  alter  the  existing  rights  of  the  parties  interested. 

Secondly,  the  construction  of  the  act  being  doubtful, 
the  Court,  at  all  events,  ought  not  to  compel  the  pur- 
chaser to  accept  the  title ;  Pyrhe  v.  Waddingham  (a). 

Thirdly,  the  conditions  of  sale  do  not  remove  the 
difficulty,  for  if  the  acts  do  not  apply,  the  Plaintiff  will 
be  asking  that  the  Defendant  may  take  no  title  at  all. 
The  condition  expressly  asserts  that ''  the  effect  of  such 
exchange  will  be,''  to  transfer  the  titles.  It  is  no  answer 
to  say,  that  the  untruth  of  the  assertion  might  have 
been  discovered ;  Reynell  v.  Sprye  (6). 

Mr.  RotxpeUj  in  reply. 

7!&e  Mabteb  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  JMi»«*  24, 

This  was  a  suit  for  specific  performance  of  the  con- 
tract by  the  vendor  against  the  purchasers,  and  the 
gnestion  in  the  cause  is,  whether  the  Plaintiff  can  make 
such  a  title  to  the  land  sold,  as  equity  will  compel  the 
purchaser  to  take. 

The 
(a)  10  Eart,  1.  (6)  1  De  Gex  Mac.  ^  G.  660. 
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1855.  The  only  question  which  arises  as  to  the  title  de- 

pends upon  the  construction  of  the  General  Inclosure 
Act  (8  &  9  Vict.  c.  118),  and  the  subsequent  acts  re- 
Leman.       lating  to  the  same  subject,  so  far  as  they  bear  upon  and 
explain  the  provisions  of  the  first. 

These  subsequent  statutes  are  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  70, 
12  &  13  Vict.  c.  83,  and  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  79. 

The  question  which  arises  is  this :  the  land  contracted 
to  be  sold  is  situated  in  Kent,  and  it  has  been  taken  in 
exchange  for  other  land,  situated  in  Middlesex.  This 
exchange  was  effected  under  the  General  Inclosure 
Act,  by  order  of  the  Inclosure  Commissioners.  It  is 
asserted,  and  it  is  to  be  presumed,  that  the  lands  in 
Kent  were  of  gavelkind  tenure ;  and  it  is  also  asserted, 
and  it  is  to  be  presumed,  that  the  lands  in  Mtddletex 
are  of  ordinary  freehold  tenure,  or  common  socage,  and 
the  question  is,  whether  the  Inclosure  Commissioners 
have  authority,  under  the  General  Inclosure  Act,  to 
exchange  lands  held  in  common  socage  for  lands  of 
gavelkind  tenure. 

It  was  justly  observed,  that  the  statute  of  the  8  &  9 
Vict,  relates  to  two  distinct  subjects,  namely,  the  inclo- 
sure of  lands,  and  other  matters  not  relating  to  lands 
inclosed,  or  subject  to  be  inclosed,  under  this  act.  These 
latter  matters  include  the  exchange  of  land.  The  sec- 
tion under  which  the  exchange  is  authorized  to  be 
efiected  is  the  147th  section,  which  is  thus  expressed — 
[His  Honor  stated  it.]  There  is  also  the  150th  section, 
which  describes  in  what  manner  notices  for  exchange 
and  division  are  to  be  given. 

It  cannot  be  denied,  that  the  words  of  this  clause 
are  most  general  in  their  terms.     No  exception  is  made, 

but 
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but  it  applies  generally  to  all  lands  and  corporeal  tene*  1855. 
ments  and  hereditaments,  that  is  by  reference  to  the 
clause  of  interpretation,  which  is  the  last  but  one.  It 
is  admitted,  however,  that  this  must  be  restricted  to  all 
freehold  lands,  and  that  it  does  not  extend  to  the  ex- 
change of  copyholds,  a  proposition  which,  if  it  requires 
confirmation,  receives, it  from  the  circumstance  that  the 
subsequent  act,  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  70,  has  been  passed 
to  extend  the  provisions  of  the  first  act  to  the  exchange 
of  copyholds,  and  prescribes  the  conditions  upon  which 
such  exchange  shall  be  permitted  to  take  efiect 

It  is  also,  I  think,  clear,  upon  the  construction  of  the 
first  statute  (assuming  the  Inclosure  Commissioners  to 
haye  the  power  to  exchange  fi*eeholds  of  different 
tenures,  such  as  that  before  me),  that  the  tenure  of  the 
exchanged  land  is  not  altered,  but  that  the  Kent  land, 
taken  in  lieu  of  the  Middlesex  land,  remains  of  gavel- 
kind tenure,  and  that  the  Middlesex  land  remains  of  the 
ordinary  socage  tenure.  The  tenure  must  remain  un- 
altered, unless  the  contrary  is  distinctly  enacted  by  the 
statute.  The  only  clause  which  relates  to  this  subject 
is  the  94th  section,  which  expressly  provides,  that  in 
all  cases  where  land  is  exchanged  or  taken  in  partition, 
or  allotted  in  respect  of  or  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
effect  to  inclosure  lands,  or  taken  in  exchange  or  in 
partition,  or  allotted,  shall  be  held  of  the  same  tenure 
as  the  lands  in  respect  of  which  it  is  given  in  exchange, 
or  in  partition,  or  in  allotment.  This  clause  is,  in  my 
opinion,  confined  to  cases  of  exchange,  having  reference 
to  lands  inclosed  under  the  provisions  of  the  statute, 
and  it  does  not,  I  think,  extend  to  cases  of  exchange 
provided  for  by  the  subsequent  clauses  of  the  act  to 
which  I  have  referred.  The  terms  of  the  clause  itself, 
its  position  in  the  act,  all  tend  to  the  conclusion,  that 
the  exchanges  there  spoken  of  are  the  exchanges  men- 
tioned 
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1866.  tioned  in  the  92nd  section,  which  has  reference  solely 
to  the  case  of  lands  to  be  inclosed  under  the  provisions 
of  the  statute. 

The  absence,  also,  of  any  words  to  the  like  effect  in 
the  subsequent  clauses,  relating  to  the  exchange  of 
lands  not  incloseable  or  connected  with  any  inclosure, 
satisfies  me  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  legisla- 
ture, by  this  statute,  to  make  it  possible  the  country 
should  be  dotted  about  with  parcels  of  land  of  gavel- 
kind or  borough  English  tenure,  but  that,  according  to 
the  proper  construction  of  it,  in  the  mere  case  of  any 
exchange,  under  the  147th  section,  the  tenure  of  the 
land  remains  unaltered,  and  that  the  owner  of  land  in 
common  socage  obtains,  in  lieu  of  it,  land  of  gavelkind 
tenure  or  borough  English,  and  vice  versd. 

Upon  this  state  of  things,  it  is  argued  for  the  De- 
fendant, that  according  to  the  principle  of  construction 
to  be  applied  to  all  statutes,  the  general  words  of  the 
act  are  not  to  be  so  construed  as  to  alter  the  previous 
policy  of  the  law,  unless  no  sense  or  meaning  can  be 
applied  to  those  words  consistently  with  the  intention 
of  preserving  the  existing  policy  untouched,  and  that 
upon  this  principle  rests  the  admitted  construction  of 
the  147th  section,  which  excludes  its  application  to 
copyholds,  where  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  lords 
of  the  manor  might  be  seriously  prejudiced,  against 
their  consent,  and  without  their  having  the  power  to 
object. 

This  principle  of  construction,  as  a  general  proposi- 
tion, cannot  be  disputed.  The  question  is,  its  appli- 
cation to  the  present  case.  For  the  Defendant  it  is 
urged,  with  much  force,  that  upon  the  construction 
contended  for  by  the  Plaintiff,  great  injustice  will  have 
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been  done  to  persons  whose  rights  are  but  inchoate^  and  1855. 
who  may  be  deprived  of  them  without  power  to  object 
to  a  proceeding  which  very  materially  affects  their  in- 
terests. Thus^  an  estate  in  curtesy  to  a  husband  of  a  Leman 
reversioner  may  be  limited  to  one-half  (when  it  comes 
into  possession  I  mean) :  the  inchoate  right  of  dower 
to  the  wife  may  be  reduced  from  one-half  Co  one-third : 
and  the  heir  may  be  compelled,  instead  of  having  the 
whole  estate,  to  share  it  with  a  numerous  class  of  bro- 
thers as  tenants  in  common. 

The  158th  section,  which  provides  that  notice  of  such 
exchanges  shall  be  given  by  advertisement  for  three  weeks 
previously,  certainly  does  not  obviate  this  difficulty,  inas- 
much as  the  persons  so  seriously  affected  by  the  ex- 
change, in  this  view  of  the  case,  would  have  no  means  or 
opportunity  of  resisting  the  proposed  exchange.  It  is 
also  to  be  observed,  that  by  the  statute,  no  valid  title  is 
conferred  by  such  exchange,  and  that  if  the  title  of  the 
pieces  of  land  given  in  exchange  is  defective,  that  defect 
is  transferred  to  the  piece  of  land  taken  in  exchange, 
it  is  obvious,  in  this  state  of  things,  it  might  happen, 
that  the  rightful  owner,  from  absence  abroad  or  incapa- 
city of  mind,  might  be  prevented  from  enforcing  his 
rights,  and  when  his  eldest  son  sought  to  do  so,  and  to 
recover  the  property  taken  in  exchange,  he  would  find, 
by  reason  thereof,  his  interest  had  been  reduced  to  a 
fifth  or  a  sixth  of  what  he  was  entitled  to  if  no  such 
exchange  had  been  effected. 

It  is  needless  to  multiply  instances  where  this  might 
occur.  It  is  obvious  that  they  might  be  of  frequent 
occurrence,  not  merely  in  the  case  where  the  rightful 
owner  is  not  in  possession,  but  even  where  the  real 
owner  was  in  possession,  in  all  cases  where,  subsequent 
to  an  exchange,  a  descent  of  the  estate  had  taken  place, 
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1855.  ^°^  ^®  owner,  either  tenant  in  tail  or  in  fee,  bad  in- 
tended, by  disentailing  deed  or  by  devise,  to  correct  the 
alteration  of  interest  produced  by  the  exchange,  but 

Lbmas.  had  been  prematurely  prevented  by  death  or  incapacity 
firom  carrying  his  intention  into  effect 

I  felt  this  consideration  so  strongly,  that  I  have  taken 
time  to  consider  the  scope  of  the  acts,  and  the  force  of 
the  terms  employed,  more  carefully  than  I  was  able  to 
do  in  Court,  during  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  before  I 
expressed  my  opinion  upon  the  clause  in  question. 

The  title  and  preamble  to  the  statute  are  quite  gene- 
ral; they  seem  to  point  to  the  motives  for  enabling  the 
exchanges  provided  for  by  the  147th  section  to  be 
made,  as  would  extend  to  exchanges  of  lands  of  differ- 
ent tenure.  Upon  referring  again  to  clause  147,  I  am 
unable  to  limit  the  words  of  it  to  mere  exchanges  of 
one  species  of  freehold  tenure  to  others  of  the  same 
species  of  tenure.  It  cannot,  I  think,  be  doubted,  that 
under  this  clause,  lands  in  gavelkind  may  be  exchanged 
for  other  lands  in  gavelkind,  as  well  as  land  in  commom 
socage  may  be  exchanged  for  land  in  common  socage. 
In  like  manner  land  in  borough  English  may  be  ex- 
changed for  land  in  borough  English.  I  think  it  would 
be  a  forced  and  arbitrary  construction  put  upon  the  words 
used  in  this  clause,  if  I  were  to  hold  that  although 
this  may  be  done,  nevertheles)3  no  exchange  can  take 
place  between  lands  in  common  socage  for  those  in 
gavelkind  or  borough  English.  It  would  be,  in  truth, 
introducing  an  additional  word  into  the  clause,  and,  by 
implication,  to  limit  the  effect  of  the  general  expressions 
made  use  of  by  the  legislature. 

I  have  noticed  the  evils  and  inconveniences  which 
might  arise  in  some  cases  from   exchanges,  but  it  is 
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proper  to  observei  upon  the  other  side,  the  inconve-  1855. 
niences  that  might  arise  from  holding  the  opposite  con- 
struction and  withholding  the  power  to  make  such  ex- 
changes. Two  owners  of  large  estates,  one  in  Middle- 
sex and  the  other  in  Kent,  might  each  possess  a  small 
plot  of  ground  in  the  centre  of  the  other^s  estate^  close 
to  the  manor-house  of  the  owner,  a  piece  of  ground  of 
great  value  to  the  owner  of  the  surrounding  property, 
and,  in  truth,  essential  to  the  complete  enjoyment  of  it, 
but  of  little  or  no  value  to  any  other  person.  To  enable 
such  an  exchange  to  be  effected  seems  to  be  the  sort 
of  case  which  lies  within  the  primary  scope  and  object 
of  the  act.  In  this  supposed  case,  assuming  the  rightful 
owner  not  to  be  in  possession  of  the  estate,  to  improve 
which  the  exchange  was  made,  it  is  scarcely  possible  to 
conceive  how  it  could  fail  to  be  for  his  benefit  that 
such  exchange  should  be  effected,  and  that  the  whole 
estate  of  the  one  should  be  united  together  in  Kent, 
and  should  be  subject  to  the  same  tenure;  and  the 
same  thing  might  happen  with  reference  to  the  Middle- 
sex property.  Cases  which,  if  not  exactly  like  that 
which  I  have  suggested,  yet  very  closely  analogous  to 
it,  are  of  frequent  occurrence.  The  statute  was  framed 
to  meet  the  ordinary  purposes  and  convenience  of  man- 
kind, and  the  inconveniences  of  excluding  such  a  power 
of  exchange  would,  I  think,  be  much  greater  and  of 
much  more  frequent  occurrence,  than  would  attend  the 
indiscriminate  exercise  of  it,  even  in  the  cases  to  which 
I  first  adverted. 

The  legislature,  also,  seems,  from  the  wording  of  the 
clause,  to  have,  to  some  extent,  foreseen  and  to  have 
endeavoured  to  provide  against  the  possible  evil  that 
might  arise  from  such  indiscriminate  exercise  of  this 
power  of  exchange,  by  providing  that  this  power  shall 
only  be  vested  in  persons  carefully  selected  for  that 
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1866.  purpose,  and  by  directing  in  what  manner  and  under 
what  safeguards  they  shall  be  required  to  exercise  it. 
This  power  is  vested  in  the  Commissioners  appointed 
by  the  act,  and  these  are  to  consist  of  three  persons, 
one  of  whom  receives  a  salary  of  1,5002.  per  annum, 
and  the  chairman  of  whom  is  to  be  the  chief  Commis- 
sioner of  the  Woods  and  Forests.  They  are  also  re- 
quired to  make  an  annual  report  of  their  proceedings, 
and  no  exchange  is  to  be  sanctioned  or  made  by  them 
until  they  shall  have  made  inquiries,  and  shall  have 
satisfied  themselves  that  the  proposed  exchange  will  be 
beneficial  to  the  owners  of  the  respective  lands,  whoso- 
ever those  owners  may  be.  A  large  discretion,  there- 
fore, is  reposed  by  the  legislature,  with  reference  to 
these  exchanges,  in  these  Commissioners  to  give  or 
withhold  their  sanction,  and  this  discretion  it  is  their 
duty  to  exercise  in  the  manner  pointed  out  by  the  acts ; 
and  I  do  not  hesitate  to  express  my  opinion,  that  it 
would  be  an  improper  and  indiscreet  exercise  of  that 
power  to  allow  an  estate  in  'Kent  to  be  exchanged  for 
an  estate  in  some  other  and  possibly  distant  county 
without  first  satisfying  themselves  that  none  of  the  evils 
I  have  been  referring  to  could  arise.  But  no  slich  case 
is  alleged  to  have  occurred,  and  if  it  had,  I  see  no  prin- 
ciple upon  which  I  could  limit  the  expressions  contained 
in  this  clause  of  the  statute,  or  circumscribe  or  take  away 
the  power  of  the  Commissioners,  because  it  has  been 
or  may  be  rashly  exercised  by  them.  The  discretion 
reposed  in  the  Commissioners,  as  I  read  the  clause,  is 
not  limited  to  the  wishes,  opinions  or  views  of  the  per- 
sons who  are  enjoying  the  respective  properties  at  the 
time  the  application  is  made  for  the  exchange ;  but  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  Commissioners  to  see  that  the  exchange 
would  be  advantageous,  that  is,  to  any  person  who  may 
be  the  owner  of  the  property,  even  if  a  stranger  to  the 
exchange  should,  by  a  paramount  title,  have  a  right  to 
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the  land  so  sought  to  be  exchanged.  I  assume  that  1856, 
the  Commissioners  duly  perform  the  duty  so  imposed 
upon  them  by  the  legislature;  but  if  in  any  instance 
they  might  fail  to  do  so,  the  possibility  of  such  an  event  Lbman. 
cannot  influence  a  Court  of  Justice  in  construing  this 
clause,  or  enabling  it  to  limit  or  evade  the  plain  com- 
prehensive words  of  the  statute. 

My  observations  upon  this  subject  plainly  include 
the  lesser  matter  which  was  but  slightly  argued  before 
me.  I  mean  the  power  of  exchanging  lands  in  one 
county  for  those  in  a  county  next  adjoining. 

The  result  of  this  is,  that,  in  my  opinion,  a  good  title 
is  shewn  to  the  land,  and,  assuming  no  other  question 
to  arise,  I  shall  make  a  decree  for  specific  perform- 
ance. I  think  this  is  not  a  case  to  give  costs  upon 
either  side. 

I  presume  the  Plaintiff  will  take  a  decree  to  settle  the 
conveyance,  in  case  the  parties  differ. 

Note. — Affirmed  by  the  Lords  Justices,  June  28,  1855. 
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Jan,  19, 20,  GREENSLADE  v.  DARE. 

22,23,31.  ' 

The  Plaintiflft    rpHIS  cause,  reported  ante  (a),  on  an  interlocutory 


application,  now  came  on  for  hearing.     It  will  be 


Defendant, 
who  claimed 
under  a  deri- 
yatiye  title 
from  the  pur- 
chaser, in- 


sought  to  let       J_ 
aside  a  con- 

reyance  made   necessary  to  State  the  facts  somewhat  more  fully, 
by  their  an-  " 

cestor,  as  they 

alleged,  whUe        Jq  1815  the  Rev.  Simon  Slocombe  Richards  was  the 

a  lunatic, 

under  undue     rector  of  ChepstabU^  and  he  was  seised  in  fee  of  the 

fofaHnid^J^^  manor  and  advowson  of  Chepstahle.  On  the  24th  of 
quate  conside-  June,  1816,  in  consideration  of  1,000/.,  he  sold  and 
conveyed  the  manor  and  advowson  of  the  rectory  to 
Claridgey  in  fee,  and  he  devised  the  rectory,  glebe,  tithes, 
&c.,  to  him  during  his  life,  or  so  long  as  he  should  con- 
tinue rector,  at  a  rent  of  100/.  a  year.    There  was  no 

aistedf'that  he   receipt  for  the  consideration  money  indorsed  on  the 
wasapuiv         J     J 
chaser  for  "^**«- 

valuable  con- 
sideration 
without  notice. 
No  notice,  ac- 
tual or  con- 
Btructiye, 
having  been 
proved,  the 
Court  refused 
to  interfere, 
and  dismissed 
the  bill  with 
costs. 

The  absence 
on  a  deed  of 

a  receipt  for  the  consideration,  though  it  is  notice  of  its  non-payment,  is  not  con- 
structive notice  of  other  irregularities  in  the  transaction. 

The  doctrine  of  Kennedy  v.  Green  (3  MyL  fy  K.  699)  requires  to  be  administered 
with  the  greatest  care  and  delicacy,  and  to  be  so  acted  on  as,  on  the  one  hand,  to 
protect  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration  against  all  the  world,  and,  on  the  other, 
so  as  not  to  encourage  fraud,  by  permitting  a  purchaser  to  disregard  the  plain  and 
obvious  marks  and  symbols  of  it 

Little  reliance  is  to  be  placed  on  the  unsupported  testimony  of  one  witness  of  an 
oral  admission  by  the  Defendant  of  the  Plaintin 's  case. 

Evidence  of  the  general  reputation  of  the  insanity  of  a  person,  in  the  neighbourhood 
in  which  he  resided,  is  inadmissible  to  prove  that  a  person  was  cognisant  of  that  &ct. 


In  1818  Claridge,  in  consideration  of  1,200/.,  sold  and 
conveyed  the  property  so  purchased  by  him  to  the 
Rev.  Charles  Templer,  and,  in  1833,  the  Rev.  Charles 
Templer  sold  and  conveyed  the  property  to  his  brother, 
James  Templer,  who,  in  1849,  sold  and  conveyed  it  to 
the  Defendant  Dare,  in  consideration  of  2,660/. 

On 

(a)  17  Beav.  502. 
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On  the  9th  o{  February j  1852,  a  commission  de  luna- 
tico  inquirendo  having  issued,  the  Rev.  Simon  Slocombe 
Richards  was  found  to  be  a  person  of  unsound  mind, 
from  the  1st  of  January,  1825.  Dare. 

Mr.  Richards  died  on  the  19th  o{  April,  1853,  and 
the  Plaintiffs,  who  were  bis  co-heiresses,  instituted  the 
present  suit  on  the  20th  of  July,  1853,  praying  a  de- 
claration, that  the  sale  of  the  advowson  was  void  and 
ought  to  be  set  aside,  and  for  a  recovery  and  delivery 
up  of  the  title  deeds,  the  Plaintiffs  **  offering  to  submit 
to  such  terms,  if  any,  as  this  Court  might  think  fit  to 
impose  upon  them,  as  to  the  repayment  of  any  such 
part  of  the  purchase-money  of  the  said  advowson,  as 
was  applied  for  the  benefit  of  Mr.  Richards.^ 

The  grounds  on  which  the  Plaintiffs  sought  to  set 
aside  the  deed  were,  first,  that  it  had  been  fraudulently 
obtained  from  Mr.  Richards  by  Claridge,  with  whom 
Mr.  Richards  was.  at  that  time  residing,  for  a  greatly 
inadequate  consideration,  the  value  being  alleged  to  have 
then  been  3,000/.  Secondly,  that  Mr.  Richards  was, 
at  that  time,  and  afterwards  continued,  a  notorious 
lunatic,  and  incapable  of  entering  into  a  valid  contract. 
Thirdly,  that  Dare  had  either  actual  notice  of  the  inva- 
lidity of  the  transaction,  or,  at  least,  that  the  suspicious 
circumstances  of  the  case,  such  as  the  absence  of  any 
receipt  on  the  purchase  deed,  the  non-residence  of  the 
rector,  and  the  apparent  inadequacy  of  the  consideration, 
put  him  upon  inquiry,  and  bound  him  by  the  informa- 
tion, which  he  would  have  obtained  if  he  had  performed 
the  obligation  of  inquiring  into  the  circumstances,  and 
in  fact  fixed  him  with  constructive  notice. 

On  the  part  of  the  Defendant  Dare,  it  was  insisted, 
first,  that  the  original  transaction  was  perfectly  free  from 

fraud 
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1856.  fraudy  and  was  valid.  Secondly,  that  Mr.  Richards,  at 
the  time,  was  not  insane,  though  in  a  bad  state  of  health. 
Thirdly,  that  the  Defendant  was  a  purchaser  for  valn- 

Dare.  able  consideration,  without  notice  of  the  invalidity,  if 
any,  of  the  original  transaction,  and  that  this  Court 
would  not  interfere,  as  this  defence  was  available  in 
equity  as  well  against  a  legal  as  an  equitable  title. 
Fourthly,  as  to  the  validity  of  the  original  conveyance  of 
1815,  involving  a  simple  legal  question,  that  this  Court 
bad  no  jurisdiction  to  determine  it,  but  the  Plaintiffs 
must  be  left  to  their  legal  remedies.  Lastly,  he  relied  on 
the  lapse  of  time,  and  the  laches  which  had  occurred. 

The  case  was  argued  by 

Mr.  12.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Karslahe,  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
and 

Mr.  Lhyd  and  Mr.  C  Browne,  for  the  Defendant 
Dare. 

The  following  authorities  were  cited.  As  to  the 
alleged  lunacy  and  its  consequences,  Snook  v.  Watts  (a) ; 
Jacobs  V.  Richards  (b) ;  Greenslade  v.  Dare  (c) ;  Frank 
V.  Mainwaring  (rf) ;  Price  v.  Berringtan  (e) ;  Towart  v. 
SeUarsif). 

As  to  the  constructive  notice,  Kennedy  v.  Green  (g) ; 
Penny  v.  Watts  (A) ;  Ware  v.  Lord  JEgmont  (i). 

As 

(/i)  11  Bern,  105.  («)  3  MyL  if  K.  699. 

(h)  18  Bmv.300.  (A)  1  Mac,  4*  Gor.  150;    1 

(r)  17  Bean,  502.  HaU  Sf  TwelU,  266. 

(d)  2  Bcao,  115.  (t)  4  De  Gex  Mac.  if  Gor. 

(e)  3  Mac.  4-  Gor,  486.  460. 
(/)  5  Dow,  P.  C.  231. 
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As  to  the  defence  of  purchaser  for  valuable  consider*- 
atioiiy  The  Attornei/' General  v.  Wilkins(a);  Joyce  v, 
De  Moleyjis  (b). 

As  to  proceeding  at  law  to  determine  the  legal  validity 
of  the  deedy  The  Corporation  o(  Arundel  v.  Holmes  (c) ; 
Tatham  v.  Wright  (d). 

They  also  cited  Metcalfe  v.  The  Archbishop  of  York  («), 
as  to  the  validity  of  the  demise  of  the  living ;  and  John* 
Ison  V.  Baker  (/) ;  Cholmondeley  v.  Clinton  (g)  ;  Sug- 
dens  Vendors (h),  on  other  points.  • 


I^e  Master  of  the  Rolls.  January  31. 

This  suit  was  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  impeach* 
ing  the  sale  of  an  advowson  in  June,  18 16,  on  the 
ground  of  undue  advantage  having  been  taken  of  the 
condition  and  mental  incapacity  of  the  vendor.  The 
bill  was  not  filed  till  July,  1853,  that  is,  thirty-eight 
years  after  the  transaction.  As,  however,  the  title  of 
the  Plaintiffs,  as  the  heirs  at  law  of  the  vendor,  did  not 
accrue  until  his  death,  which  did  not  take  place  till  the 
19th  of  April,  1863,  when,  for  the  first  time,  their  right 
to  institute  this  suit  accrued,  no  blame  can  properly  be 
attributed  to  them  for  the  delay. 

The  Plaintiffs  allege,  that  Mr.  Richards  was  of  un- 
sound mind  at  the  time  when  he  executed  this  convey- 
ance, and  also  that  Claridge  stood  in  such  a  relation 

towards 

(a)  17  Beav.  285.  (f)  4  Barn,  if  Aid.  440. 

(6)  2  Jonet  ^  Lut.  374.  (g)  2  Mer.  171 ;  4  B/i.  (O.  S.) 

(c)  4  Beav.  325.  1. 

(d)  2  Ruts,  if  MyL  L  (A)  Page  1057. 
{e)  1  MyL  if  Craig,  547. 
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1855.  towards  hiniy  as  afforded  an  opportunity  of  taking 
peculiar  advantage  of  him,  and  that  consequently,  the 
deed  of  the  24th  of  June,  1815,  was  and  is  absolutely 
void  at  its  commencement^  and  from  the  date  thereof, 
until  the  present  time: — that  the  Defendant  Dare 
must  be  fixed  with  notice  of  the  fact,  from  the  circum- 
stance of  the  notoriety  of  Mr.  Richards'  insanity  in 
the  neighbourhood  where  the  Defendant  resided,  and 
also  by  reason  of  the  various  irregularities  in  the  trans- 
action appearing  on  the  face  of  the  deed,  which  either 
gave  or  ought  to  have  given  notice  to  any  prudent  per- 
son of  the  defects  which  tainted  the  original  transac- 
tion, inasmuch  as  no  reasonable  person  could  have 
failed  to  inquire  into  the  circumstances  attending  it;  and 
that,  if  an  inquiry  had  been  instituted,  it  would  have 
revealed  the  incapacity  of  the  vendor  and  the  defects 
in  the  title  of  the  purchaser. 

The  Defendant  takes  issue  on  all  points.  He  dis- 
putes the  invalidity  of  the  original  transaction,  but  he 
further  contends  and  asserts  the  sanity  of  Mr.  Richards, 
and  the  bona  fides  of  the  sale.  But  assuming  it  to  be 
invalid,  he  further  contends  and  asserts,  that  he  is  a 
purchaser  for  valuable  consideration  without  notice,  and 
that  consequently  the  Plaintiffs  cannot  proceed  against 
him  in  equity,  but  must  be  left  to  such  remedies,  if  any, 
as  may  be  open  to  them  at  law. 

Though  a  great  mass  of  evidence  has  been  gone  into 
on  both  sides  to  establish  the  sanity  or  insanity  of  Mr. 
Richards  at  the  date  of  the  transaction,  in  1815, 1  shall 
not  go  into  that  question  or  comment  upon  the  evidence. 
It  is  needless  that  I  should  state  either  the  view  that 
I  should  have  taken,  had  I  been  compelled  to  decide 
upon  the  evidence  myself,  or  the  reasons  which  would 
have  influenced  me,  had  I  sent  the  case  for  further  in- 
vestigation. 
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▼estigation  to  a  jury,  for  this  reason:— that  on  the  1855. 
second  point,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Defendant  has 
established  his  plea,  and  that  the  evidence  in  this  case 
fails  to  fix  him  with  notice,  either  isctual  or  constructive, 
of  the*  original  transaction,  or  with  such  notice  as,  with- 
out being  direct,  may  be  said  to  have  set  a  prudent 
person  on  inquiry,  which,  if  done,  would  have  disclosed 
the  defects ;  this  was  the  principle  on  which  Kennedy 
V.  Green  {a)  was  decided. 

The  grounds  on  which  I  am  asked  to  fix  the  Defend- 
ant with  notice  are  several.  In  the  first  place,  in  the 
affidavit  of  the  Plaintifis,  they  state  that  at  an  interview 
with  the  Defendant,  in  April,  1852,  shortly  after  the 
inquisition  de  lunatico  inquirendo  had  been  concluded, 
upon  the  state  of  mind  of  Mr.  Richards,  the  Defend- 
ant, Mr.  Dare,  stated,  that  Mr.  Meek  King  could  give 
evidence  of  the  insanity  of  Simon  Slocombe  Richards 
for  forty  years  past.  This  affidavit  is  expressly  contra- 
dicted, but,  taking  it  first  by  itself,  I  should  have  paid 
but  little  attention  to  it,  as  it  is  explainable,  by  attri- 
buting the  Defendant's  expression  to  some  comment 
made  by  him  on  the  evidence  given  at  the  inquisition 
and  the  report  in  the  newspapers,  which  he  had  been 
lately  reading,  and  which  was  the  subject  on  which  the 
Plaintifis  called  to  see  him,  such  expressions  might  be 
easily  misunderstood  or  misapplied  by  the  Plaintiffs 
into  an  admission  in  their  favour.  However  that  may 
be,  unless  there  be  some  very  peculiar  circumstances 
attending  the  alleged  declaration  of  any  party  to  a  cause, 
I  pay  very  little  attention  to  the  affidavit  of  one  party 
stating  that  the  adverse  party  has  admitted  the  whole 
question  in  the  contest  between  them  to  be  against 
himself.    I  treat,  in  the  same  manner,  another  species  of 

evidence, 
(a)  3  Miflne  ^  Keen,  699. 
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1 8&5«  evidence, which  sometimes  occurs  where  evidence  is  given, 
that  a  witness,  who  has  given  testimony  very  material  for 
the  adverse  party,  has  admitted  that  he  has  peijured 
himself,  and  that  his  evidence,  or  the  contents  of  his  affi- 
davit, are  false.  Of  this  species  of  evidence  I  have  had 
one  or  two  instances  before  me.  Such  evidence,  unless 
corroborated  by  other  circumstances  which  explain  and 
render  rational  the  alleged  declaration,  is  always  treated 
by  me  as  unworthy  of  notice  in  drawing  any  conclusion 
of  fact. 

The  next  species  of  evidence,  on  which  the  Defend- 
ant is  sought  to  be  fixed  with  notice,  is  the  general 
reputation  of  the  insanity  of  Mr.  Richards  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood in  which  he  resided.  This,  also,  is  a  matter 
which  I  think  it  my  duty  to  disregard.  Evidence  of 
general  reputation  is  not  admissible  to  prove  a  fact, 
unless  it  be  such  a  matter  as  the  boundary  of  a  manor, 
or  the  like.  To  admit  evidence  of  general  reputation,  to 
fix  a  Defendant  with  knowledge  of  a  fact,  while  that 
evidence  would  not  be  admissible  to  prove  the  fact 
itself,  appears  to  me  to  be  a  violation  of  the  first  prin- 
ciple which  regulates  the  reception  of  evidence  and  the 
administration  of  justice.  This  is  the  whole  evidence 
which  tends  to  direct  or  actual  notice  to  the  Defendant 
Mr.  Dare,  and  all  actual  notice  is  distinctly  and  posi- 
tively denied  by  him.  It  is  therefore  clear,  in  my  opi- 
nion, that  on  the  point  of  direct  or  actual  notice,  the 
Plaintiffs'  case  fails. 

The  next  and  more  material  point  is  that  which  can- 
not properly  be  called  constructive  notice,  but  those  facta 
which  it  is  alleged  ought  to  have  induced  a  prudent 
man  to  have  inquired  further,  and  which  would,  in  that 
case,  have  disclosed  the  fact  of  the  insanity  of  Mr. 
Hichards  when  he  executed  the  deed  of  1815.    The 

leading 
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leading  case  to  support  this  doctrine  is  Kennedy  v.  1855. 
Green  {a)f  the  decision  of  which,  as  far  as  I  know, 
has  always  been  acquiesced  in.  This  appears  to  me, 
however,  to  be  a  doctrine  which  requires  to  be  admi- 
nistered with  the  greatest  care  and  delicacy,  and  pro- 
bably each  case  must  stand  upon  the  peculiar  facts 
belonging  to  it.  The  state  of  the  deed  under  which 
the  vendor  claims  may,  as  in  the  case  in  Kennedy  v. 
Green,  afford  such  evidence  of  fraud,  that  the  Court 
would  hold,  that  the  not  having  made  inquiry  into  the 
cause  of  the  matter  so  appearing  can  be  attributed 
only  to  a  wilful  blindness  of  the  purchaser,  or  a  deter- 
mination not  to  know  the  actual  existence  of  the  fraud, 
the  traces  of  which  were  manifest  to  him.  I  can  con- 
ceive and  can  suggest  other  circumstances  that  might 
probably  produce  a  similar  result.  The  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances of  each  case  must  be  carefully  examined, 
and  so  acted  on,  so  as,  on  the  one  hand,  not  to  impair 
the  valuable  doctrine  which  protects  a  purchaser  for 
value  without  notice  against  all  the  world,  and  on  the 
other  hand,  not  to  encourage  fraud,  by  permitting  a 
purchaser  to  disregard  the  plain  and  obvious  marks  and 
symbols  of  it. 

In  this  case,  three  circumstances  are  referred  to  as 
presenting  those  traces  of  fraud,  and  it  is  urged,  they 
are  so  manifest,  that,  on  the  doctrine  I  have  referred  to, 
Mr.  Dare  must  be  held  disentitled  to  avail  himself  of 
the  plea,  which  he  could  not  have  urged  if  he  had  done 
what  it  was  his  duty  to  do,  and  had  inquired  into  facts 
and  thereby  discovered  the  defects,  which  would  have 
invalidated  the  original  deed.  It  is  contended,  and  I 
think  with  reason,  that  this  Court  ought  to  give  pecu- 
liar effect  to  such  circumstances  when  combined  ;  and, 

though 
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thoagh  it  might  disregard  one  by  itself,  yet  the  weight 
to  be  attributed  to  the  one  alone  is  increased  by  the 
combined  effect  and  addition  of  the  inferences  properly 
to  be  drawn  from  the  other  two.  It  is  necessary,  how- 
ever,  to  consider  them  separately,  in  order  accurately  to 
form  an  estimate  of  what  would  be  their  combined 
effect. 

Those  three  circumstances  are  as  follows : — First  the 
absence  of  any  receipt  for  the  purchase-money  indorsed 
on  the  deed ;  secondly,  the  non-residence  of  the  incum- 
bent; and  thirdly,  the  inadequacy  of  consideration. 
The  first  of  these  circumstances  is  that  which  has  been 
strongly  relied  upon,  but,  in  my  opinion,  it  amounts  to 
little,  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  alleged.  If  the 
purchase-money  had  been  unpaid,  and  the  representative 
of  the  Defendant  Simon  Slocombe  Richards  had  claimed 
a  lien  upon  the  property  for  the  unpaid  purchase- 
money,  this  fact  would  have  been  very  material,  for 
the  purpose  of  shewing  that  the  purchaser  had  notice 
of  that  lien :  but  the  purchase-money  in  this  case  has 
in  fact  been  paid,  though  not  all  at  the  time  of  the  ori- 
ginal transaction,  and  an  inquiry  by  the  purchaser  would 
naturally  have  been  directed  to  the  fact  of  whether  such 
purchase- money  had  or  had  not  been  paid  and  no  fur- 
ther. I  think  that  it  cannot  go  beyond  that,  and  I  am  a^ 
a  loss  to  conceive,  by  what  process  of  reasoning,  a  doubt 
as  to  the  payment  of  the  consideration  could  lead  a 
person  to  suspect  that  the  vendor  was  of  unsound  mind, 
or  that  he  was  under  undue  influence  when  he  executed 
the  deed. 

The  non-residence  of  the  incumbent  also,  taken  by 
itself,  appears  to  me  to  be  of  little  importance.  At  that 
time,  it  was  by  no  means  unusual  for  an  incumbent  to 
be  absent  from  his  living,  and  if  the  service  of  the 

Church 
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Church  was  duly  performed,  I  apprehend  that,  practi-        1855. 
cally,  neither  the  ordinary  nor  any  other  person  could 
have  interfered. 


Grbbmiladb 

V. 

Darb. 


The  third  circumstance,  in  my  opinion,  is  more  mate* 
rial.  It  appeared  to  me,  on  the  evidence,  that  the 
living  itself  was  demised,  for  the  life  of  the  incumbent, 
at  an  inadequate  rent :  and  it  is  urged,  that  the  whole 
transaction  being  one,  this  circumstance,  taken  into 
consideration  in  conjunction  with  the  non- residence 
of  the  incumbent,  and  the  doubt  as  to  the  payment  of 
the  consideration,  ought,  in  any  reasonable  mind,  to 
have  created  considerable  doubt  and  hesitation.  With 
respect  to  the  advowson  itself,  I  have  not  satisfied  my- 
self that  the  price  was  inadequate.  The  fact  that  it 
was  sold  for  a  much  higher  price  when  the  incumbent 
was  advanced  in  years,  leads  me  to  no  such  conclusion. 
The  circumstance  that  the  advowson  was  worth  2,550/. 
in  1849,  is  no  proof  that  the  advowson  was  undersold 
at  1,000/.,  when  the  incumbent  was  thirty-four  years 
younger.  It  is  true  that,  by  the  transaction,  the  profits 
of  the  living  were  also  taken  at  the  rent  of  100/.  per 
annum,  and  this,  in  any  view  of  the  case,  appears  to  me 
to  have  been  an  inadequate  rent,  nor  does  it  appear  to 
me,  that  the  profits  derived  from  this  source  could  have 
been  less  than  100/.  per  annum  :  still  when  I  observe 
that  three  years  after  the  transaction  the  first  vendor, 
Claridge,  sold  to  a  second  purchaser,  at  no  higher  in- 
crease than  200/.  for  the  whole  bai^in,  without  any 
suspicion  of  fraud  or  any  allegation  of  unjust  influence 
having  been  employed  by  Mr.  Templer  to  induce 
Claridge  to  sell,  and  when  I  also  consider,  that  the 
original  transaction  took  place  thirty-four  years  before 
the  Defendant  purchased,  and  that  possession  accom- 
panied the  deed,  and  that  no  complaint  had  been  made 

respecting 
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1855.       respecting  the  transaction,  either  by  the  vendor  or  by 

^       ^^      his  friends,  I  feel  satisfied  that  I  should  be  carrying  the 

Greemsladb     ,        .         >,  ^         ,         ^  , 

V.  doctrine  of  Kennedy  v.  Oreen  to  a  dangerous  extent,  and 

"^  one  which  might  unsettle  titles  in  a  very  alarming  man- 
ner, if  I  were  to  hold,  that  a  purchaser,  after  such  a  lapse 
of  time  and  on  such  grounds  of  suspicion,  was  bound  to 
shew,  that  he  had  made  full  inquiry  into  the  circum* 
stances  connected  with  the  original  transaction,  before 
he  completed  the  purchase  which  he  had  contracted  to 
make.  Nay  more,  I  think,  that  unfavourable  inferences 
might  be  drawn  from  the  circumstance  of  bis  having 
made  such  an  inquiry,  and  that  it  might  be  suggested, 
that  he  had  other  grounds,  besides  those  appearing  from 
these  circumstances,  to  suspect  the  insanity  of  the  ori- 
ginal vendor.  I  think  he  could  not  have  resisted  specific 
performance  of  the  contract  on  the  ground  of  the  in- 
ferences to  be  drawn  from  those  facts,  although  the  first 
would  have  entitled  him  to  require  proof  that  there 
existed  no  lien  upon  the  property  for  unpaid  putxihase- 
money. 

If  an  opposite  decision  were  now  made  by  me  and 
supported,  it  would  be  impossible,  I  think,  hereafter,  for  a 
purchaser  to  be  safe,  if  the  slightest  informality  appeared 
in  the  transaction  through  which  the  title  was  deduced, 
even  though  after  the  lapse  of  thirty  years.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  doctrine  established  in  the  case  of 
Kennedy  v.  Oreen  does  not  lead  me  to  that  result :  and 
the  more  fully  I  have  considered  the  cases,  the  more 
I  feel  convinced,  that  the  Defendant  Dare  is  entitled  to 
rely  upon  the  plea  of  purchase  for  valuable  considera- 
tion, without  notice  of  the  defects  attending  the  original 
transaction  of  1815 ;  all  which,  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
sidering this  question,  I  have  assumed  to  be  true,  but 
as  to  the  truth  of  which,  as  I  have  already  stated,  as  an 

independent 
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independent  question,  it  is  not,  I  tbink,  proper  for  me  to 
express  the  opinion  I  have  formed  upon  it 

The  result  is,  that  this  bill  must  be  dismissed,  and  as 
a  matter  of  course,  in  a  case  of  this  description,  must 
be  dismissed  with  costs. 


PARKER  V.  BLOXAM.  Dee.  5, 6,  s. 

11. 

rriHE  testator,  Mr.  Wilkins,  died  in  1809.   By  his  will,  A  testator  em- 

he  gave  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  three  exe-  ^^^'^  to" 
cutors(J5/bxa]ii,  Gray  and  CuU\  on  trust  to  convert  it  into  lend  such  part 
personalty,  and  to  invest  the  proceeds  in  real  or  govern-  monies  as  they 
ment  securities,  and  he  gave  one-eighth  to  his  daughter  *^^^^  ^^^^^ 
Sarah  Mew,  the^wife  of  Benjamin  Mew,  absolutely,  and  andB.,  who 
another  one-eighth   to  Sarah  Mew  for  life,   with  re-  J^^/hiJ*^„ 
mainder  to  her  children.    The  testator  authorized  his  and  son  in  law. 
trustees  to  lend  and  advance,  at  interest,  such  parts  of  authorized  a 

«  the  B«^CT<d  loan  to 

either. 

Three  executors  were  authorized  to  lend  trust  monies  to  A,  One  of  the  executors 
(C.)  employed  part  of  the  trust  monies  in  his  business.  In  1812  A.  and  C.  entered' 
into  partnership,  when  A,  took  upon  himself  the  debt  and  gave  security  for  the  money 
to  the  executors.  The  amounts,  with  further  advances,  were  employed  in  the  busi- 
ness, but  the  whole,  with  interest,  was  fully  repaid.  The  cettuit  que  tnttt,  after  long 
delay,  insisted  that  they  were  entitled  to  a  share  of  the  profits  made  by  the  employ- 
ment of  the  trust  funds  in  trade ;  but  the  Court  held,  that  the  transaction  amounted  to 
a  loan  to  A,  under  the  power,  and  dismissed  the  hill  with  costs. 

The  Court  looks  witn  considerable  jealousy  at  a  release,  executed  by  a  young  lady, 
at  or  shortly  after  attaining  twenty-one,  upon  a  settlement  of  accounts  between  her  and 
her  trustees. 

A  testator  died  in  1 809 ;  his  grand-daughter  came  of  age  in  1 829 ;  she  then  executed 
a  release  and  married  in  1836 ;  her  father  died  in  1850,  and  in  1852  she  instituted  a  suit 
to  make  hb  estate  liable  for  the  profits  made  by  him  (he  not  being  a  trustee)  by  the 
employment  of  part  of  the  tnist  monies  in  trade.  The  Court  held,  under  the  circum- 
stances, that  assuming  her  right,  there  was  nothing  to  justify  the  delay  in  instituting 
the  suit 

A.  B.,  entitled  to  a  share  of  a  residue,  made  a  settlement  of  the  balance  appearing 
upon  a  settlement  of  accounts  with  the  executors,  upon  himself  and  afterwards  on 
C.D.,  a  Volunteer.  Held,  that  C.  D.  could  not,  agaiust  the  will  of  A.  B.y  open  the 
settlement  of  accounts  with  the  executors. 
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the  trust  monies  as  they  should  think  proper,  unto 
Robert  Bird  Wilkins,  and  Benjamin  MeWy  and  to  accept 
and  take  such  security  or  securities  for  the  same  as  they 
should  think  right  and  proper.  The  will  was  proved  by 
Mr.  Cull  and  the  two  other  executors,  and,  under  a 
power  in  the  will,  the  executors  carried  on  the  testator's 
business  until  February ,  1812,  when  his  son,  Robert  Bird 
Wilkins,  attained  twenty-one,  at  which  time  Robert  Bird 
WUkins  and  Benjamin  Mew  and  the  survivor  were  to 
have  the  right  of  pre-emption  of  the  testator's  busi- 
nesses. 


The  executor,  Mr.  Cull,  carried  on  the  business  of  a 
brewer,  and  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  he  took  3,000^ 
belonging  to  the  testator's  estate  and  employed  it  in  his 
business.  On  the  10th  of  October,  1812,  Mr.  Mew 
entered  into  partnership  with  Mr.  Cull  as  a  brewer, 
and  the  day  after  Mr.  JUew  took  upon  himself  the  debt 
due  irom  Mr.  Cull  to  the  testator's  estate,  and  gave  to 
the  executors  a  promissory  note  for  3,279Z.  9s.,  the 
amount  of  principal  and  interest  then  due.  In  1814, 
he  gave  an  equitable  mortgage,  and  in  1816,  a  legal 
mortgage,  to  the  executors  for  that  sum  and  further 
loans.  < 


Mrs.  Mew  died  in  1816;  she  had  two  children, 
viz.  the  Plaintiff,  Mrs.  Parker,  and  the  Defendant 
Benjamin  Thomas  E.  Mew.  Mrs.  Parker  attained 
twenty-one  on  the  18th  of  May,  1829.  At  that  time 
certain  accounts  were  submitted  to  her,  the  items  of 
which  were  correct,  but  they  contained  no  statement, 
that  part  of  the  testator's  estate  had  been  advanced  to 
Mr.  Mew,  and  had  been  employed  by  him  and  Cull  in 
the  brewery  business.  The  accounts  shewed  a  balance 
of  2,782Z.  due  to  the  Plaintiff.  On  the  24th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1829,  by  a  deed-poll,  reciting  the  will  and  other 

matters 
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I  matters,  and  that  the  executors  bad   made  up   their        1854. 


accounts,  which  Mrs.  Parker  had  examined  and  ap- 
proved ofy  and  that  she  was  satisfied  that  her  share 
amounted  to  2,782/.,  she,  in  consideration  of  that  sum, 
released  the  executors  from  all  claims  and  demands,  in 
the  usual  form.  Although  cheques  were  given  for 
2,782/.,  that  sum  was  not  actually  paid  over,  but  2,600/. 
of  it  was  treated,  as  between  herself  and  her  father,  as 
a  loan  by  her  to  him.  Her  father  gave  her  a  promissory 
note  for  that  amount,  and  from  the  year  1829,  till  her 
marriage  in  January^  1836,  he  regularly  accounted  to 
her  for  the  interest  thereon.  At  the  time  of  her  mar- 
riage, the  account  was  again  stated  between  the  Plaintiff 
and  her  father,  and  Mr.  Parker^  her  husband,  was 
aware  of  it.  The  sum  of  2,600/.,  due  from  the  Plain- 
tiff's father  on  his  promissory  note,  was  then  settled  on 
Mrs.  Parker  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  children, 
and  the  balance  in  his  hands,  amounting  to  440/.,  was 
paid  to  Mr.  Parker.  The  2,600/.  was  allowed,  both  by 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Parker ^  to  remain  in  the  hands  of  Mr. 
MeWj  and  to  be  employed  by  him  in  his  trade  from  that 
period  down  to  the  death  of  Mr.  Mew. 

Mr.  Mew  died  in  1860,  and  down  to  that  period 
interest  was  regularly  paid  by  him  on  the  2,600/.  The 
principal  sum  was  also  duly  paid,  and  no  part  of  the 
trust  fund  was  lost. 

In  Augustj  1862,  Mrs.  Parker  and  her  children  in- 
stituted this  suit  against  the  surviving  executors  of  the 
testator's  will,  the  executors  of  Mr.  Mew^  and  others, 
without  making  the  representatives  of  Mr.  Cull  (who 
was  dead)  parties,  and  the  substantial  relief  sought  for 
was,  to  set  aside  the  release,  to  open  the  accounts,  and 
to  obtain  a  share  of  the  profits  of  the  brewery  propor- 
tionate 
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1864.       tioDate  to  the  trust  mooies  employed  therein  during  the 
^^^^"^^      period  they  were  thus  employed. 

PARKEft 
V. 

BhOKAM.  It  18  necessary  to  advert  to  the  circumstances  con- 

nected with  the  share  of  Baijamin  Thcmag  EL  Mew, 
the  other  child  of  Mrs.  Mew.  He  attained  twenty-ooe 
in  1832,  and  in  1833  he  executed  a  deed,  which  after 
reciting  that  he  was,  under  the  testator's  will,  entitled 
to  two  sums  of  2,700/.  and  433/.,  he  assigned  those 
sumS|  and  all  **  other  the  sums  of  money,  securities  and 
personal  estate  whereof  he  was  possessed,  or  which  he 
was  in^  anywise  entitled  to,  by  ?irtue  of  the  will,"  to  his 
&ther,  upon  certain  trusts,  under  which  the  Plaintiff, 
in  the  event  of  Benjamin  Thomae  JE.  Mew  bavmg  no 
issue,  would  be  entitled  to  one-half  of  the  settled  funds. 
Benjamin  Mew  had  never  been  married,  and  the  relief 
sought  by  the  Plaintiff  was  also  based  upon  her  con- 
tmgent  interest  in  the  funds,  subject  to  this  voluntary 
settlement,  and  which  interest  had  been  included  in  her 
own  marriage  settlement 

Mrs.  Parker  died  pending  the  suit,  and  her  husband 
(a  bankrupt),  having  taken  out  administration  to  her 
estate,  revived  the  suit,  and  now  brought  it  to  a 
hearing. 

Mr.  i2.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Rogers^  for  the  Plaintiff. 
First.  A  release  executed  by  a  child  soon  after  coming 
of  age,  with  an  imperfect  knowledge  of  the  circum- 
stances, arising  from  the  suppression  of  material  facts, 
and  having  no  assistance  except  that  derived  from  a 
parent,  whose  influence  will  be  presumed,  Hoghton  v. 
Hoght4m(a\  will  be  set  aside;  Wedderbum  v.  Wedder^ 
hum  (6). 

Secondly. 
(a)  15  Beav.  p.  300.        (6)  2  Keen,  722;  4  Mylne  6f  Craig,  41, 
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Secondly.  The  trust  mooey  being  traced  into  a  trade, 
the  trustee  must  account  for  the  profits  made  by  it; 
Wedderbum  v.  Wedderburn;  Jon€$  ▼.  FoxaU{a).  The 
same  rule  applies  to  persons  obtaining  trust  money, 
with  notice  of  the  trust,  and  employing  it  in  their  trade. 
Mr.  Meufs  estate  is  therefore  liable  to  account  for  the 
profits  made  by  him  from  the  employment  of  the  trust 
money  in  his  brewery. 

Thirdly.  The  money  cannot  be  considered  as  a  loan 
to  Mr.  Mewy  under  the  powers  contained  in  the  will ; 
first,  because  it  only  authorized  a  loan  to  Mr.  WiUdns 
and  Mr.  Mew  jointly ;  and  secondly,  because  that  power 
involved  a  discretion,  which  was  never  exercised  by  the 
executors,  for  the  trustees  lent  nothing,  the  money  waa 
taken  by  one  of  them  (Cii//),  and,  without  being  repaid 
to  the  estate,  was  retained  by  Cull  and  his  partner  Mew 
in  their  jomt  trade.  . 

Fourthly.  Time  is  no  bar.  Such  transactions  have 
been  set  aside  after  a  greater  lapse  of  time,  Wedderbum 
V.  Wedderbum;  AUfreyv.  Allfrey{b)\  and  there  being 
a  trust,  the  Statute  of  Limitations  is  inapplicable,  PkiU 
lipo  V.  Munnings  (c) ;   Playfavr  v.  Cooper  {d). 

Mr.  RoupeU  and  Mr.  Wickens  for  Mr.  Bloxantf  the 
surviving  executor.  There  is  no  ground  for  setting  aside 
the  release.  The  items  of  account  are  not  impeached ; 
the  transaction  was  not  settled  until  four  months  after 
the  Plaintiff  came  of  age,  and  there  has  been  no  sup- 
pression of  any  material  fact.  The  money  was  lent  in 
1812  to  Mr.  Mew,  under  the  power  which  authorized 
either  a  joint  or  several  loan  to  the  testator's  son  and 

son-in-law. 

(a)  15  BeM.  p.  392.  (r)  2  Myht  if  Craig,  309. 

(6)  10  Bern,  353.  (d)  17  Beav,  187. 
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1864.  son-in-law.  The  testator's  business  was  necessarily 
carried  on  until  February ^  1812,  in  consequence  of  the 
option  of  pre-emption  given  to  the  testator's  son  and 
son*in-laWy  the  money  was  then  lent  to  Mr.  Mew 
under  the  power,  and  security  was  given  to  the  execu- 
tors for  the  amount.  The  subsequent  application  is 
wholly  immaterial.  Having  borrowed  the  money,  he 
had  an  absolute  dominion  over  it,  and  had  a  right  to 
employ  it  in  trade  or  in  any  other  manner  be  pleased. 
The  whole  has  been  repaid,  and  after  the  acquiesced 
concurrence  of  the  Plaintiff  for  so  long  a  period,  the 
transaction  cannot  be  impeached. 

As  to  the  share  of  Benjamin  Thomas  E.  Mew^  the 
settlement  expressly  admits  the  account,  and  proceeds 
on  the  basis  of  its  validity  ;  nothing  is  settled  by  it  but 
the  balance  appearing  on  that  account.  The  deed  was 
voluntary,  and  it  is  not  competent  to  the  Plaintiff  to 
impeach  a  settlement  of  accounts  which  the  author  of 
the  settlement  adopts,  or  to  open  transactions  and  raise 
equities  which  the  settlor  disclaims. 

Mr.  FoUeti  and  Mr.  Selwyn,  for  the  executors  of 
Mr.  Mew.  This  is  an  attempt,  as  against  the  estate  of 
a  person  who  was  not  a  trustee,  to  raise  a  constructive 
trust  upon  transactions  between  the  trustee  and  cestuis 
que  trusty  twenty-four  years  after  they  have  been  settled 
and  closed.  In  cases  of  constructive  trusts  time  does 
create  a  bar;  Beckfard  v.  Wade  (a).  That  distinction 
is  pointed  out  by  Lord  Cottenham  in  the  case  cited  of 
Wedderbum  v.  Wedderburn  (b).  The  Plaintiff  and  her 
husband  had  notice,  at  all  events,  from  the  time  of  her 
marriage  in  1836,  that  the  money  was  in  her  father's 

hands : 

(a)  17  Ve$,  p.  97;  and  we  (6)  4  MylneSf  Craig,  i^.  53. 

Porttock  ▼.  Gardner,  1  Harr,  594. 
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hands :  the  laches  and  lapse  of  time  from  that  period        1854. 
alone  is  sufficient  to  bar  her  right;  Browne  v.  Cross  (a). 

Mew  took  the  money  as  a  loan,  and  if  there  be  any 
liability,  CvU  is  primarily  chargeable,  and  his  represen- 
tatives are  not  parties  to  this  suit ;  it  would  be  impos- 
sible to  take  the  partnership  accounts  of  the  business  in 
their  absence.  To  follow  trust  money  into  a  business  it 
must  be  clearly  ear-marked ;  here  the  evidence  is  insuffi- 
cient to  prove  that  fact  They  also  referred  to  Wilson 
V.  Moore  (6). 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Smythe,  for  Benjamin  Thomas 
E.  Mew,  opposed  the  Plaintiffs.  They  cited  Bonney 
V.  Ridgard  (c) ;  Townsend  v.  Townsend  (d)  ;  Bell  v. 
Bell  (e),  to  shew  that  a  constructive  trust  may  be  barred 
by  time,  laches  and  acquiescence. 

Mr.  Snape  and  Mr.  Taylor,  for  other  parties.  Bridge 
V.  Bridge  (/)  was  cited  to  shew  that  a  volunteer  under 
a  voluntary  settlement  had  no  title  to  relief. 

Mr.  12.  Palmer,  in  reply.  The  representatives  of 
Cull  are  not  necessary  parties ;  for  now  when  two  per- 
sons are  liable,  either  may  be  sued  alone  ( g).  The 
brother's  settlement  included  all  his  rights,  and  if  he 
chooses  to  disclaim  the  benefit  of  this  suit,  the  advan- 
tage of  it  will  accrue  to  the  Plaintifi*.  The  trust  money 
being  mixed  in  the  business,  it  is  not  necessary  to  shew 
the  precise  amount  of  it,  the  Defendants  must  separate 

it. 

(a)  14   Beav.    105,    affirmed         (d)  1  Cos,  28. 
with  costs  by  Lord  St.  Leomrdi,  (e)  Lloyd  Sf  G,  temp,  Phm^ 

Ju/y  16, 1852.  hett,A\. 

(6)   I   Ify/ne  4-    Keen,   126,        (/)  16  Beat.  316. 
337.  (g)  OriUnn  Can.  174. 

(c)  1  Cox,  145. 
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it  Lord  Chedwarth  ▼.  Edwards  {a).  The  Plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  the  profits  in  the  interim  between  the  release 
and  the  marriage. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


Dfc.  11.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  will  empowered  the  executors  to  lend  such  parts 
of  the  trust  money  as  they  should  think  proper  to 
Robert  Bird  Wilkins  and  Benjamin  Mew^  that  is,  either 
to  the  son  or  to  the  son-in-law;  for  I  read  this  power 
in  the  disjunctive,  as  a  direction  to  lend  it  to  them,  or 
to  one  or  the  other  of  them,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that, 
under  this  power,  it  would  not  have  been  a  breach  of 
trust  if  the  executors  had  lent  it  to  one  and  not  to 
the  other.  According  to  the  construction  I  put  on  this 
clause  of  the  will,  the  executors  had  authority  to 
lend  any  portion  of  the  money  to  Mr.  Mew  upon  his 
giving  proper  security.  When  Mr.  Mew  entered  into 
partnership  with  Cull^  he  took  upon  himself  the  debt 
for  which  Cull  alone  was  previously  liable,  and  gave  his 
promissory  note  to  the  executors  for  3,279/. ;  the  ques- 
tion is,  what  was  the  nature  of  that  transaction.  The  ex* 
ecutors  had  power  and  authority  to  lend  the  money  to 
Mr.  Mewj  and  in  my  opinion  they  exercised  that  autho- 
rity by  lending  that  sum  of  money  to  Mr.  Mew.  I  treat 
it  exactly  in  the  same  way  as  if  Mr.  Cull  had,  in  fact, 
repaid  the  money  on  that  day,  and  the  executors  had 
then  paid  it  over  to  Mr.  Mew^  who  had  given  a  pro- 
missory note  for  the  amount.  Mr.  Mew  became  a 
partner  with  Cull^  and  employed  a  considerable  portion 

of 
(a)  8  Ves,  46. 
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of  the  money  which  he  got  from  the  testator's  estate  in 
carrying  on  the  partnership  business ;  of  that  I  bare 
not  the  slightest  doubt.  But  I  am  of  opinion  that  he 
is  not  liable  to  account  for  the  profits  made  in  that 
business  by  reason  of  the  money  so  advanced  to  him 
having  been  so  employed. 

It  has  been  contended,  that  the  rule  between  prin- 
cipal and  agent  is  applicable  to  this  case,  which  holds, 
that  if  an  agent  employ  his  principal's  money  in  his 
business,  and  it  can  be  traced  and  distinguished,  the 
principal  is  entitled  to  recover  it,  and  the  profits  made  by 
iU  But  that  doctrine  does  not  appear  to  me  to  apply  in 
this  case.  The  money,  in  ray  opinion,  was  not  taken  by 
Mr.  Mew  in  his  character  of  agent,  nor  was  it  so  treated. 
But  whether  authorized  to  be  so  taken  by  him  or  not, 
in  the  first  instance,  the  executors  have  sanctioned  his 
taking  it  as  a  loan  from  the  testator's  estate ;  and  I  am 
of  opinion  they  had  authority  so  to  do.  It  appears  to 
me  that  I  may  consider  the  case  exactly  as  if  it  were  the 
case  of  a  stranger.  Now,  if  this  money  had  been  lent 
to  a  stranger,  under  an  authority  in  the  will,  it  would 
have  constituted  a  debt  from  the  stranger  to  the  testa- 
tor's estate,  and  if  it  became  very  profitable  in  the  hands 
of  the  borrower,  the  Court  would  not  hold,  that  because 
it  was  part  of  the  testator's  estate,  the  executors  or  any 
persons  claiming  under  the  will,  were  entitled  to  the 
profits  made  by  the  employment  of  that  money.  If  the 
loan  was  authorized,  it  follows,  that  the  person  who 
received  the  money  was  entitled  to  do  with  the  money 
exactly  as  he  thought  fit,  and  to  employ  it  in  any  species 
of  speculation,  or  in  any  other  way  he  pleased.  It  be- 
came his  money,  and  be  became  subject  to  the  obliga- 
tion of  repaying  the  amount  so  borrowed.  As  I  have 
already  stated,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  money  ob- 
tained from  the  testator's  estate  was  actually  employed 

by 
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1864.  by  him  in  the  bosinees  of  a  brewer.  He  seems,  Bubse- 
quently  to  entering  into  the  partnership,  and  for  the 
purposes  of  it,  to  have  taken  money  to  the  amount  of 
8,147/., for  which  he  gave  a  security  by  mortgage:  but 
it  appears  that  every  penny  of  the  money  so  taken  has 
been  repaid  to  the  testator's  estate.  It  is,  undoubtedly, 
true,  that  no  account  has  been  given  of  the  profits,  but 
as  I  have  already  stated,  neither  the  executors  nor  the 
cestuis  que  trust  were  entitled,  in  my  opinion,  to  claim 
any  part  of  the  profits  made  in  respect  of  the  business 
so  carried  on,  that  is,  so  far  as  Mr.  Mew  is  concerned. 

With  respect  to  Mr.  Cull  it  might  have  been  different, 
but  no  case  is  made  against  him,  his  executors  are  not 
before  the  Court,  and  probably  the  Court,  after  the 
great  length  of  time  that  has  elapsed,  would  not  think 
that  anything  substantial  could  be  made  in  respect  of 
his  employment  of  the  3,000/.  for  the  two  years  it  was 
in  his  hands,  and  during  which  interest  has  been  paid. 
Mr.  Mew  was  not  a  trustee  originally  constituted  by 
the  testator,  and,  in  my  opinion,  the  fiicts  that  have 
occurred  have  not  constituted  him  a  quasi  trustee  or  made 
him  liable  to  account  in  the  character  of  a  trustee.  He 
held  the  character  of  a  borrower  from  the  testator's 
estate,  who  was,  probably,  allowed  by  the  trustees  to 
deal  with  the  money  in  a  very  improper  manner,  with 
this  this  Court  has  now  nothing  to  do,  unless  by  that 
mode  of  dealing  with  the  property  a  loss  has  been  sus- 
tained by  the  estate  or  by  the  cestuis  que  trust.  No 
loss  has  occurred,  and  it  is  not  for  the  purpose  of  making 
good  any  loss,  that  this  suit  is  instituted ;  but  to  enforce 
a  claim  of  the  cestuis  que  trust  to  recover  the  profits 
made  by  Mr.  Mew,  over  and  above  the  principal  and 
interest  of  the  money  taken  and  employed  by  him. 

That  being  the  state  of  the  case  in  May,  1829,  when 

Mrs. 
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Mrs.  Parker  attained  ber  age  of  twenty-one  years.  At  1854. 
that  time  certain  accounts  were  submitted  to  her,  all 
the  items  of  wbicb  were  correct,  but  they  contained  no 
statement  that  part  of  the  testator's  estate  had  been  ad- 
vanced to  Mr.  MeWf  and  that  it  had  been  employed  by 
him  in  the  brewery  business.  That  is  omitted  from  the 
accounts^  but  if  I  am  right  in  the  conclusion  to  which 
I  have  come  upon  the  first  part  of  the  case,  that  omis- 
sion was  immaterial,  because,  in  my  opinion,  the  legatees 
were  not  entitled  to  claim  any  part  of  profits  made  in 
the  business  during  that  period. 

The  release  was  executed  by  her  in  the  month  of 
September  following.  Now,  undoubtedly,  this  Court 
will  look  with  very  considerable  jealousy  at  a  release 
executed  by  a  young  lady  who  has  just  come  of  age,  or 
shortly  after,  by  reason  of  the  difficulty  that  a  young 
lady  would  have,  in  understanding  complicated  accounts 
and  her  rights  with  respect  to  property,  and  her  disin- 
clination to  contest  the  conduct  of  her  trustees.  In  thai 
case,  the  Court  would  expect  that  her  natural  guardian 
would  be  the  person  who  would  assist  her  in  having 
those  accounts  investigated  ;  and  if  the  accounts  were 
taken  with  the  assistance  of  her  natural  guardian,  that 
would  be  a  strong  argument  in  favour  of  the  validity  of 
such  a  release.  The  converse,  undoubtedly,  is  the  case 
where  the  guardian  himself  is  the  person  to  be  benefited 
by  the  release ;  and  it  was  urged,  very  strongly,  that  this 
was  a  case  in  which  Mr.  Mew  was,  in  point  of  fact,  bene- 
fited by  the  release,  and  that,  therefore,  no  reliance  could 
be  placed  upon  it,  and  that  this  lady  ought  not  to  be 
bound  by  it.  If,  in  point  of  fact,  the  father  had  obtained 
any  substantial  benefit  by  this  release,  I  should  not  con- 
sider it  of  any  value;  but,  in  my  opinion,  the  release  does 
not  assist  the  Plaintiff's  case  at  all.  Here  is  an  account 
stated   between  the  executors  and   the   daughter,  the 

VOL.  XX.  X  items 
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1854. 


items  io  the  accooDts,  so  far  as  tbey  go,  are  correct ; 
there  is  no  evidence  before  me  to  impeach  the  correct- 
ness of  any  one  of  the  accounts.  There  is  omitted  from 
the  account  that  statement  (which,  as  I  have  already 
observed,  I  consider  immaterial),  that  part  of  the  pro- 
perty of  the  testator  had  been  lent  to  Mr.  Mew,  and 
bad  been  employed  by  him  in  trade.  This  Court,  after 
an  account  has  been  stated,  signed  and  acted  on  for  a 
considerable  length  of  time,  nay,  even  for  a  short  length 
of  time,  will  not  open  it,  unless  some  error  or  inaccuracy 
is  pointed  out  in  it.  But,  in  my  opinion,  no  inaccuracy 
whatever  is  pointed  out  in  that  account. 


The  facts  that  occurred  immediately  after  the  release 
must  have  shewn  the  Plaintiff  that  the  property  of  the 
testator  had  been  lent  to  Mr.  Meto,  and  had  been  em- 
ployed by  him  in  trade. 

The  money  was  not  paid  over  to  her,  but  was  treated 
as  a  loan  from  her  to  her  lather ;  he  gave  her  a  promis- 
sory note  for  the  amount,  and  regularly  accounted  to  her 
for  the  interest  down  to  her  marriage  in  1836. 


At  the  time  of  the  PlaintifTs  marriage,  the  account  was 
stated  again  betweeh  herself  and  her  father,  and  Mr. 
Parker,  her  husband,  was  a  party  to  it:  be  knew  ex- 
actly what  had  taken  place,  and  they  allowed  the  money 
to  remain  in  the  trade  of  the  father  from  that  period 
down  to  the  death  of  Mr.  Mew  in  1850.  At  the  time 
of  the  marriage,  no  inquiry  was  made  of  the  executors 
whether  they  had  fully  accounted,  no  further  account 
was  asked  from  them,  and,  as  from  the  date  of  the  mar- 
riage it  would  be  impossible  to  contend  (in  fact,  in 
reply,  it  was  not  considered  possible  for  the  Plaintiff  to 
contend),  that  any  account  could  be  asked  of  the  profits 
made  of  the  2,500/.,  which  Mr.  Mew  had  been  allowed 

to 
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to  retain  at  interest,  from  the  period  of  the  marriage, 
down  to  Mr.  Mew^s  death,  in  1850.  During  this  time 
matters  went  on  upon  the  same  footing,  and  the  inte* 
rest  was  duly  paid  by  Mr.  Mew  to  Mr.  Parker  on  the 
2,500Z. 

In  addition  to  this,  Mr.  Mew^  during  the  whole 
period,  appears  to  have  been  making  presents  and  an 
allowance  to  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Parker^  and  to  have  been 
advancing  money  to  enable  Mr.  Parker  to  buy  a  situa- 
tion in  trade ;  and  it  is  not  till  the  death  of  Mr.  Mew, 
fourteen  years  after  the  marriage  and  more  than  twenty* 
one  years  after  the  account  was  settled  between  his 
wife  and  the  executors,  that  Mr.  Parker  (for  that  this 
is  his  suit  no  one  can  doubt)  thinks  fit  to  raise  any  ques- 
tions whatever  upon  the  subject.  If  he  had  raised 
the  questions  during  the  life  of  Mr.  Mew^  the  probable 
consequences  to  himself  might  have  been  very  serious. 
He  might  have  lost  those  advantages  which  he  derived 
from  him,  and  Mr.  Mew  being  perfectly  well  aware  of 
the  whole  of  the  transactions,  and  of  the  nature  of  the 
ease,  would  have  been  able,  in  the  clearest  and  most 
satisfactory  manner,  to  have  stated  exactly  what  had 
taken  place :  far  it  is  clear,  that  he  was  a  man  of  business 
and  that  his  accounts  were  kept  in  a  regular  manner. 
A  case  which  is  brought  forward  after  this  lapse  of  time 
does  not  present  itself  in  a  favorable  aspect.  It  is  quite 
certain,  tbat  this  Court  will  not  allow  any  time  to 
protect  a  fraud,  or  to  bind  persotis  by  a  transaction  in 
which  they  have  been  prejudiced,  if,  in  fact,  they  have 
used  the  best  diligence  they  could  in  bringing  the  matter 
speedily  before  the  Court.  But,  it  appears  to  me,  upon 
this  case,  having  not  merely  attended  very  carefully  to 
the  very  elaborate  and  able  arguments  of  the  Counsel 
and  the  detail  of  the  facts  before  me,  but  also  having 
taken  the  trouble  to  go  through  the  evidence  myself, 

X  2  that 
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that  assuming  this  suit  luaiDtaiDabley  there  is  nothing 
to  justify  the  non-institution  of  it  at  a  previous  period. 
I  am,  however,  of  opinion,  that  it  could  not  have  been 
Bloxam.  maintained,  if  it  had  been  brought  forward  immediately 
after  the  marriage  or  immediately  after  the  release  eze* 
cuted  by  Mrs.  Parker,  So  far,  therefore,  as  Mrs. 
Parher^s  share  is  concerned,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the 
case  fails. 

The  other  part  of  the  case  is  in  respect  of  Mr. 
Benjamin  Thonuu  E.  Meufe  share,  which  by  a  voluntary 
settlement  stands  settled,  in  certain  events,  upon  Mrs. 
Parker  and  her  children.  The  same  observation  occurs 
with  respect  to  this  as  with  respect  to  the  other  share, 
with  this  additional  observation,  which  is  of  great 
moment : — It  is,  that  the  account  was  settled  between 
Benjamin  Thomas  JS.  Mew  and  the*  executors  when  he 
attained  twenty-one  years  and  when  the  deed  was  exe- 
cuted. In  fact,  there  is  a  recital  of  it  in  the  deed,  and 
it  appears  to  me,  that  he  would  be  estopped  from  alleging 
the  contrary ;  but  so  far  from  doing  so,  he  abides  by  it, 
and  insists  upon  its  being  correct  It  would  be  a  new 
doctrine  to  me,  that  where  a  person,  upon  a  settlement 
of  accounts  between  himself  and  his  trustees,  is  found 
entitled  to  a  specific  sum  of  money,  and  he  afterwards 
voluntarily  settles  that  sum  of  money  in  favour  of 
himself  and  certain  other  persons,  those  other  persons, 
who  are  mere  volunteers,  can  insist  on  his  incurring  the 
expense  of  a  chancery  suit,  as  they  allege,  for  his  own 
benefit,  to  set  aside  the  settlement  of  accounts  by  which 
he  professes  to  be  bound  and  which  he  believes  to  be 
accurate.  So  that,  he  being  of  opinion  that  he  could 
not  set  it  aside,  even  if  he  were  desirous,  the  Plaintifis 
ask  to  be  entitled  to  compel  him  to  do  that  which  he  is 
unwilling  to  do,  and  to  open  accounts  by  which  he  is 
desirous  to  be  bound. 

The 
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The  result  is,  that,  in  my  opinion,  if  this  were  the  1854. 
case  of  Mr.  Parker  himself  before  his  bankruptcy,  who 
came  forward  to  institute  this  suit  in  respect  of  the  un- 
settled property,  it  would  completely  fail ;  that  if  it  were  Bloxam, 
the  case  of  Mrs.  Parker  and  her  children,  claiming  in 
respect  of  the  unsettled  property  and  the  right  to  a 
settlement,  it  also  completely  fails ;  that  if  it  were  the 
case  of  the  assignees  suing  in  the  place  of  Mr.  Parker^ 
it  also  fails.  In  my  opinion,  therefore,  it  fails  altogether, 
and  is  a  suit  which  ought  never  to  have  been  brought 
before  this  Court. 

The  result  is,  that  the  bill  must  be  dismissed  with 
costs  as  against  all  persons,  except  Mr.  Parker  himself, 
and  against  his  assignees,  who,  although  they  repu- 
diated the  suit,  yet  have  never  disclaimed  any  interest 
in  the  subject  matter  of  it,  or  submitted  to  be  bound  by 
the  accounts  themselves. 
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Ftb.  22, 23,  HARFORD  V.  LLOYD. 

28. 

The  produce  of    JOHN  IVYLEAFE   bequeathed  to  the  BrUtol 

a  specific  le-       t/     _        ,  .    ^  ,  .  .       ,  ,  ,.         ^ 

gacy  misap-  Royal  infirmary  his  money  in  the  pubhc  or  Uovern- 

^d^-^t  t'*"  ^^^^  Stocks,  upon  trust,  after  certain  payments,  to 

being  traced      apply  the  income  towards  the  charitable  purposes  of 

lecuntiesriven  ^^^  Infirmary  for  ever.    And  he  appointed  the  treasurer, 

by  B.  to  c.,      for  the  time  being,  of  the  Infirmary  to  be  sole  executor 
the  Court  held     ^  ,  .        ...  ^  ^ 

that  the  catui    O*  ^18  Will. 
que  trust  was 
entitled  to  a 

chargje  on  the       The  testator  died  on  the  10th  of  January,  1860,  pos- 

securities.  ^  ^  ^     • 

A  specific     sessed  of  a  sum  of  6,000/.  Consols.    At  the  time  of  hte 

6  000/°C  death,  he  was  residing  in  lodgings  in  the  house  o(  Etan 

sols,  be-  Rees.     Evan  Rees  took  possession  of  his  papers,  and 

tlie^Plalntiffs  communicated  the  contents  of  his  will  to  the  officers  of 

was  unneces-  the  Infirmary,  who,  from  the  information  derived  from 

properly  sold  ^^^^  ^^^  under  a  misconception  of  the  true  state  of 

out  by  the  ad-   ^j^g  testator's  assets,  renounced  probate,  and  letters  of 

mtnistrator  ...  x       0   j^      •, 

(il.),  with  the   administration   were,   on   the    17th  of  October ^  1850, 

and ^he  pro-     granted  to  Evan  Rees,  as  a  creditor  of  the  deceased. 

duce  carried      He  obtained  letters  of  administration  through  the  in- 

Eankmg  ac-^     strumentality  and  assistance  of  John  Lloyd,  a  money 

count  of  ^.,  lender, 

and  the  re- 
mainder to  that  of  fi.  A  series  of  shuffling  of  cheques  and  transfer  of  moneys  took 
place,  but  2,908/.  was  traced  to  B.  About  this  time,  B  laid  out  moneys  in  the  pur- 
chase of  a  pott  obit  securitVi  and  though  the  trust  moneys  could  not  be  distinctly 
traced  Into  the  securities,  yet  the  Court  held,  from  the  suspicious  character  of  the 
transactions,  that  such  was  the  just  inference,  so  far  as  to  throw  on  the  other  side  the 
onus  of  disproving  it,  and  this  not  having  been  done,  the  Court  held,  that  the  Plaintiffi 
had  a  charge  on  the  securities  for  the  2,908/.  and  interest. 

In  addition  to  this,  B.  had  sold  and  transferred  the  securities  to  C.,  in  consideration 
of  a  debt  then  owing.  C.  had  notice  that  the  money  by  which  the  securities  had  been 
obtained  had  been  derived  from  A,,  though  she  had  no  notice  of  the  breach  of  trust. 
Held,  that  C.  could  not  set  up  an  adverse  title  as  against  ^.,  and  d  fortiori,  that  she 
could  not  do  so  as  against  the  Plaintiffs  {A^teettuit  que  trust.) 
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lender,  who  became  surety  for  him  to  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court 

The  state  of  the  testator's  assets  was  sucbi  that  the 
sum  of  GflOOL  Consols  was  a  clear  fund,  applicable  to 
the  trusts  of  the  will. 


On  the  22nd  of  October^  1850,  Bees  sold  out  the 
whole  stocky  and  the  produce  was  paid  to  him  by  the 
broker  in  three  notes  of  1,000/.  each,  three  notes  of 
600L  each,  and  a  cheque  for  1,342/.  Up  to  this  time 
neither  Lloyd  nor  Rees  had  any  banking  account,  but, 
on  the  same  day,  Lloyd  went  with  Rees  to  Messrs. 
Davies  Sc  Co.,  bankers,  and  Lloyd  opened  an  account 
with  them  by  paying  in  the  identical  cheque  for  1,342/. 
On  the  following  day  Lloyds  wife,  who  had  a  bank- 
ing account  with  Messrs.  Couttsk  Co.j  introduced  Rees 
to  them,  and  he  then  opened  an  account  with  them  with 
the  notes  produced  from  the  sale  of  the  stock.  These 
three  accounts  being  opened,  a  long  series  of  cheques 
were  drawn  on  them,  dnd  the  produce,  apparently,  trans- 
ferred from  one  account  to  another,  but  there  appeared 
such  a  shuffling  of  the  money,  that  it  was  impossible 
clearly  to  trace  it.  But,  in  addition  ta  the  cheque  of 
1,342/.,  Lloyd  had,  beyond  doubt,  received  other  parts 
of  the  trust  money  from  Rees^  by  means  of  cheques 
drawn  on  his  banking  accounts.  It  was  also  taken  to 
be  the  fact,  that  the  aggregate  of  the  balances  of  the 
three  banking  accounts  did  not,  at  any  time,  exceed 
the  produce  of  the  6,000/.  Consols. 

The  officers  of  the  Infirmary  having  afterwards,  to 
some  extent,  discove|:ed  the  state  of  affairs,  filed  a  bill, 
on  the  15th  of  February^  1851,  against  Rees  and  Lloyd^ 

to 
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to  recover  the  trust  money,  the  produce  of  the  specific 
legacy  to  the  charity.  By  the  decree,  made  on  the  25th 
of  January,  1853,  Lloyd  was  ordered  to  pay  into  Court 
the  amount  of  the  cheque  for  1,342Z.  10«.,  and  an  ac- 
count was  directed  of  the  part  of  the  produce  of  6,000/. 
Consols  which  Lloyd  had  received.  Rees  was  ordered 
to  pay  into  Court  2,666/.,  which  he  admitted  having 
paid  to  Lloydf  and  to  account  as  administrator. 

Lloydf  thereupon,  took  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent 
Debtors  Act  and  Rees  went  to  Australia,  so  that  the 
suit  was  fruitless. 

The  oflicers  of  the  Infirmary  afterwards  discovered 
the  following  circumstances  relating  to  the  produce- of 
the  Consols  and  its  application.  In  1850,  Mr.  Oeorge 
Howard,  who  was  presumptively  entitled  to  a  title  and 
to  large  estates,  on  certain  contingencies  to  which  it  is 
unnecessary  to  refer,  was  confined  as  a  prisoner  for  debt 
in  the  Queen *s  Bench  Prison,  Lloyd  being  his  principal 
detaining  creditor.  In  September,  1850,  Lloyd  entered 
into  a  negotiation,  and  in  November,  1850,  into  a  written 
agreement,  with  Howard,  to  pay  and  compromise  his 
debts,  so  as  to  procure  his  discharge  from  prison,  upon 
receiving  a  post  obit  security  for  a  large  amount.  Lloyd 
accordingly  paid  and  compromised  the  debts  to  the 
extent  as  was  stated  in  the  deeds  of  6,410/.,  and  Mr. 
Howard  and  his  brother  gave  to  Lloyd  post  obit  secu- 
rities, dated  the  1 1th  of  February,  1851,  for  securing  a 
contingent  sum  of  25,000/. ;  these  securities  consisted 
of  a  bond,  a  warrant  of  attorney,  and  a  mortgage.  The 
Plaintiffs  alleged,  that  the  consideration  for  these  se- 
curities had,  to  a  great  extent,  been  paid  out  of  the  pro- 
duce of  the  sale  of  the  6»000/.  Consols. 

Pending 
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Pending  the  suit  of  Harford  v.  Llcyd^  an  indenture 
was  executed,  dated  the  2nd  of  May^  1851,  between 
Lhydf  of  the  first  part,  his  wife  (who  was  possessed  of 
a  large  separate  estate)  of  the  second  part,  and  a  trustee 
for  her,  of  the  third  part.  After  reciting  that  Mrs.  Lloyd 
had,  since  her  marriage  in  1844,  lent  her  husband  sums 
amounting  to  13,000/.  out  of  her  separate  estate,  and 
that  the  greater  part  of  the  moneys  advanced  to  Howard 
was  her  separate  estate,  and  that  Lloyd  had  agreed  to 
sell  her  Howard's  security  for  6,410/.,  Mr.  Lloyd,  in 
consideration  of  that  sum,  conveyed  the  securities  to 
the  trustee  for  the  separate  use  of  his  wife. 


The  present  bill  was  filed  by  the  Infirmary  against 
Uoyd,  his  wife,  who  had  since  died,  her  trustee,  and 
JReeSf  who  was  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  seeking  to  follow 
the  produce  of  the  Consols  into  the  poit  obit  securities. 
It  prayed  a  declaration,  that  the  deed  of  May,  1861, 
was  void,  and  that  the  Plaintiffs  might  have  the  benefit 
of  the  post  obit  securities. 

It  was  alleged,  on  the  part  of  the  principal  Defend- 
ant, that  part  of  the  funds  provided  for  effecting  the 
arrangement  with  Howard  had  been  derived  by  Mr. 
Lloyd  from  his  daughter,  Miss  Lloyd,  and  from  his  wife 
out  of  her  separate  estate.  With  respect  to  Miss 
Lloyd,  the  Court,  however,  came  to  the  conclusion,  that 
although  very  considerable  sums  had  been  lent  by  her 
to  her  father,  yet  that  they  were,  with  the  exception  of 
two,  all  advanced  prior  to  June,  1860,  and  that  no  part 
of  these  advances  had  been  applied  as  alleged.  As  to 
these  two  excepted  sums,  it  appeared,  that  on  the  25th 
of  January,  1851,  she  had  sold  out  a  sum  of  stock  and 
paid  the  produce,  385/.,  to  her  father,  who  gave  a  se- 
curity 
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cttrity  for  it,  and  on  the  25th  of  January,  ISdl,  there 
was  a  credit  in  Mr,  JJayifs  banking  book  of  250^, 
which  might  be  a  portion  of  the  386^  Again  on  the 
4th  of  February,  1851,  she  sold  out  another  sum  and 
lent  the  produce,  240/.^  to  her  father,  who  gave  a  se* 
curity  for  it,  and  there  was  a  corresponding  credit  in 
Mr.  Lloyd's  banking  book. 

As  to  the  large  advances  made  by  Mrs.  Lloyd  to  her 
husband,  the  Court  came  to  the  conclusion  that  no  part 
could  be  traced  into  the  post  obit  securities. 

Mr.  FoUett  and  Mr.  Toller,  for  the  Ptaintiff,  argued, 
that  although  there  had  been  a  shuffling  of  the  trust 
money,  still  that  it  had  been  clearly  traced  into  the  post 
obit  securities,  and  that,  therefore,  the  Plaintiffs  had  a 
charge  on  them ;  PenneU  v.  Deffell  (a). 

That  the  trust  moneys  being  traced  into  the  securities 
and  mixed  up  with  other  moneys,  the  onus  of  proving 
what  part  did  not  belong  to  the  trust  was  thrown  on  the 
Defendants ;  Lupton  v.  White  (jb) ;  Lord  Chedworth  v. 
Edwards  (c). 

That  the  moneys  of  Mrs.  and  Miss  Lloyd  had  not 
been  advanced  for  the  purchase  of  the  securities,  and 
that  Mrs*  Lloyd  had  notice  of  the  source  from  which 
these  moneys  bad  been  derived. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Cairns^  for  Mrs.  Lloyd,  argued, 

that 

(a)  4  De  G.  M.  4  G.  372.  v.   Haig,  and    the   cases  there 

(6)  15  Fes.  432.  cited,  ante,  p.  219. 

(r)  S  Ve$,  46;  and  see  Grtqf 
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that  the  trust  money  bad  not  been  traoed  into  the  1855. 
securities;  that  it  had  been  mixed  with  the  general 
moneys  of  Iiee$  and  Uayd^  and  could  not  be  followed ; 
that  the  assignment  to  Mrs.  Lloyd  was  perfectly  valid 
as  against  the  Plaintiffs ;  that  the  assignees  of  Lloyd 
could  alone  challenge  its  validity,  and  that  Mrs.  Lloyd 
was  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration  without 
notice ;  Kennedy  v.  Green  {a),  and  In  re  Moylan  (b), 
were  cited. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Osborne,  for  Sir  J.  Habere 
field,  the  Assignee  of  Mr.  Lloyd. 

Mr.  Lindley,  for  the  trustee  of  Mrs.  Lloyd* 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  a  case  of  great  peculiarity.  The  state  of  it 
is  this : — [His  Honor  here  recapitulated  the  principal 
facts  above  referred  to,  and  proceeded: — ] 

I  shall  consider  the  case,  in  the  first  place,  as  against 
Mr.  Lloyd,  and  afterwards  consider  it  separately  as 
against  Mrs.  Rebecca  Lloyd.  As  to  Mr.  Lloyd,  the 
facts  of  the  case  shew  very  clearly,  that  he  distinctly 
knew  that  this  money  was  the  produce  of  the  6,000/. 
Consols,  and  that  Rees  had  obtained  possession  of  it  in 
his  character  of  the  legal  personal  representative  of  Mr. 
Ivyleafe.  They  also  shew,  that  Mr.  Lloyd  had  notice 
of  the  contents  of  the  will,  which  gave  the  whole  of  this 
property  for  the  benefit  of  a  charity. 

The  first  question  is,  whether  these  trust  funds  can  be 

traced 

(#)  3  MyL  t  K.  699.  (6)  16  Ben,  220. 
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1855.  traced  into  these  securities,  and  various  steps  must  be 
established  for  that  purpose.  The  Consols  were  sold  out 
by  a  broker  employed  at  the  suggestion  of  Mr.  Ucyd, 
the  produce  was  paid  to  Mr.  Sees,  and  it  is  then  dis- 
tinctly traced  to  the  two  bankers.  Up  to  this  moment, 
neither  Sees  nor  Lloyd  had  any  account  with  any 
bankers,  and  (except  from  Lloyd's  wife  and  daughter) 
they  had,  apparently,  no  means  of  obtaining  the  means  of 
opening  any.  The  cheques,  drawn  by  Rees  against  his 
account  at  Messrs.  Coutis,  amounting,  in  the  whole,  to 
3,788/.,  are  |lroved  to  have  been  paid  to  Lloyd,  lioyd 
gives  to  iZeef  four  I.  O.  U.s,  amounting  altogether  to  the 
sum  of  2fi76t.f  by  which  he  admits  that  sum  to  be  due 
to  him  from  Rees.  I  therefore  consider  it  established, 
that  the  amount  of  this  money  was  paid  by  Rees  to 
Lloyd.  I  consider  it  also  to  be  established,  that  Rees 
had  no  money  arising  from  any  source  whatever,  except 
the  money  derived  from  Ivyleafe*s  estate,  and  that 
Lloyd  was  well  aware  of  that  fact,  and  that  this  money 
which  was  paid  to  him  came  from  Ivyleafe*s  estate. 

The  next  question  is,  what  was  done  with  this  money  ? 
These  cheques  were  paid  at  various  times  between 
October,  1860,  and  the  12th  of  February,  1861,  and  it 
was  during  this  period  that  Lloyd  entered  into  the  ar- 
rangement with  Mr.  Howard,  The  first  suggestion  as 
to  obtaining  the  release  of  Mr.  Howard  from  prison, 
by  means  of  moneys  advanced  to  him  upon  post  obit 
securities,  took  place  in  the  beginning  of  the  month  of 
September,  1860,  and  a  written  agreement  was  actually 
entered  into  on  the  13th  of  November,  1860.  In  that 
year,  various  sums  of  money  were  paid  for  Mr.  Howard, 
and  the  matter  was  completed  and  the  mortgage  given 
on  the  11th  o(  February,  1861.  It  is  obvious,  that  this 
arrangement  could  not  have  been  carried  into  effect  by 

Mr. 


Llotd. 
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Mr.  Lloyd,  except  by  procuring  a  coDsiderable  sum  of       1865. 
moneyi  to  enable  him  to  advance  the  funds  necessary      „ 
for  this  purpose.     And  with  respect  to  the  money  so  o. 

advanced,  I  have  this  established  : — ^There  is  a  series 
of  cheques,  proved  to  have  been  drawn  by  Lloyd 
upon  his  account  with  Messrs.  Vavies  k  Co.,  which 
passed  through  the  hands  of  Mr.  Howard^  and  which 
amounted  to  the  sum  of  2|806/.  There  are  also  other 
cheques,  amounting  to  143/.,  which  have  the  endorse- 
ment of  the  solicitor  of  Mr.  Howardj  another  cheque 
for  102/.,  which  is  stated  to  be  expressly  drawn  for  the 
purpose  of  paying  the  balance  of  consideration  for  the 
pott  obit  securities,  and  was  drawn  on  the  11th  of 
February y  1851,  the  day  of  the  completion  of  that  trans- 
action. I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  2,806/.  and 
102/.,  which  together  would  amount  to  2,908/.,  (omit- 
ting all  the  other  cheques),  were  paid  by  Mr.  Lloyd  for 
the  purpose  of  these  post  obit  securities. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  it  is  established  by  the 
evidence,  that  the  sums  were  paid  out  of  the  monies 
which  Rees  supplied  to  Lloyd.  I  have  this  fact  before 
roe,  that  although  all  the  cheques  on  the  credit  side  of 
this  account  of  Lloyd  with  Davits  k  Co.,  are  not  proved 
to  have  come  from  Hees,  yet  a  very  large  proportion  of 
them  did  expressly  come  from  him,  and  that  Lloyd  had 
no  account  with  any  banker  previous  to  the  time  of  Rees 
advancing  this  money  to  him.  There  is  a  great  deal  of 
intermixture,  backwards  and  forwards,  of  cheques,  which 
renders  the  tracing  of  them  extremely  difficult.  This, 
I  assume,  to  be  the  effect  of  accidental  circumstances  in 
the  dealings  between  the  parties,  and  not  done  for  the 
purpose  of  concealment  or  fraud,  and  these,  in  the 
absence  of  the  parties  themselves,  it  is  impossible  to 
trace,  and  possibly  they  themselves  would  be  unable  to 

explain 
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1855.  explain  them.  Bat,  what  is  very  material  is  this : — ^It 
appears  that  at  no  time  did  the  united  balances  on  these 
three  accounts  exceed  the  amount  which  Ree$  obtained 
from  Ivjfleafe^M  estate.  This  appears  to  me  to  throw  on 
Mr.  Lloyd  the  burden  of  proring  that  these  moneys  did 
not  come  from  Sees  and  from  Ivjfleafe^j  estate,  for  it  is, 
in  my  opinion,  proved,  that  Lloyd  knew  that  everything 
that  he  received  from  Heei  was  derived  from  Ivyleafe's 
estate. 

Then  has  Mr.  Lloyd  proved  that  it  came  from  any 
other  source  ?  There  is  a  vast  amount  of  allegation, 
that  a  great  number  of  sums  were  due  to  him,  and  that 
moneys  were  obtained  by  him  from  other  sources,  to  be 
applied  to  his  general  purposes,  but,  with  the  exception 
of  the  moneys  derived  from  Mrs.  Lloyd  and  Miss  Lloyd, 
the  matter  stands  totally  on  allegation.  With  that  ex* 
ception,  there  is  not  a  tittle  of  proof  and  not  a  shadovr 
of  evidence  to  shew,  that  any  money  came  from  any 
other  source  whatever. 

With  respect  to  Miss  Lloyd*s  evidence,  I  think  that 
may  be  disposed  of  very  shortly.  It  is  clearly  proved, 
that  considerable  sums  of  stock  were  sold  out  by  her, 
or  by  a  broker  for  her,  and  advanced  to  her  iather,  and 
that  upon  all  these  occasions  1.  O.  U.s  corresponding 
to  those  sums,  were  given  to  her,  either  by  her  father, 
or  by  her  step-mother  and  her  father,  to  secure  those 
amounts;  but,  with  the  exception  of  two  sums,  they 
were  all  advanced  prior  to  the  6th  of  June,  1850,  and 
consequently  prior  to  any  question  relating  to  this  parti- 
cular transaction,  and  none  of  them  appear  to  have  been 
paid  into  the  account  of  Messrs.  Davies  k  Co.,  which 
was  opened  for  the  first  time  on  the  22nd  of  October, 
1850.    Two  sums  were  sold  out  by  her,  the  400/.  stock 

was 
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was  sold  on  the  25th  of  January^  1851,  and  produced  1866. 
386/.,  and  the  260/.  stock  was  sold  out  on  the  4th  of 
February,  and  produced  2402.  Miss  Lloyd  states  in 
her  evidence,  that  those  amounts  of  stock  were  sold  Llotd. 
out  and  paid  to  her  father,  expressly  for  the  purpose  of 
being  applied  for  the  purchase  of  this  bond ;  but  the 
evidence  shews,  that  the  money  was  advanced  to  Mr. 
Lloyd  on  another  Security  given  by  him  to  his  daughter 
in  the  same  months  of  January  and  February,  and  for 
another  purpose,  although  it  is  undoubtedly  possible 
that  some  portion  of  the  funds  may  have  been  applied 
for  the  benefit  of  Mr.  Howard. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  whole  transaction  was 
founded  on  this : — that  Mr.  Lloyd  was  enabled  to  enter 
into  the  transaction,  and  that  he  did,  in  fact,  enter  into 
it,  by  means  of  the  funds  supplied  to  him  by  Sees  for 
the  purpose ;  that  he  knew  they  were  trust  funds ;  and 
that  without  tbero  he  never  would  have  been  enabled  to 
enter  into  this  transaction :  the  trust  funds  were  the  cause 
and  origin  of  the  transaction,  and  were  knowingly  ap- 
plied by  Mr.  Lloyd  for  the  purpose  of  it. 

With  respect  to  Mrs.  Rebecca  Lhyd,  there  is  not  a 
shadow  of  evidence  to  prove  that  amy  money  was  ad- 
vanced by  her  at  the  time  the  transactions  with  Mr. 
Howard  took  place.  The  evidence  to  the  contrary  is 
very  strong.  It  is,  I  think,  established,  that  she  had 
advanced  moneys  to  a  considerable  amount  to  her  hus- 
band, but  they  were  all  prior  to  this  period. 

Finding,  therefore,  n6  moneys  whatever  derived  from 
any  other  source  than  the  trust  funds,  with  the  ex- 
ception of  the  two  sums  of  money  derived  from  the 
daughter,  for  which  suflBcient  security  was  given,  I  am 

of 
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1856.  of  opiDiOQ  that  it  is  establisbedy  that  these  trust  funds 
were  applied  in  the  payments  to  Mr.  Howard^  in  con- 
sideration of  which  he  gave  these  post  obit  securities. 
The  probabilities  of  the  case  appear  to  me  to  be  very 
strong,  in  favour  of  believing  that  Rees  advanced  this 
money  in  the  belief  that  he  was  to  have  a  share  in  the 
transaction,  and  I  look  in  vain  for  any  reasonable  cause 
to  induce  him  to  advance  so  large  a  sum  of  money  as  he 
did  to  Mr.  Lloyd  without  security,  unless  he  expected  to 
derive  some  benefit  or  advantage  from  it.  The  result  is, 
that  as  against  Mr.  Lloyd ^  I  am  of  opinion  the  case  is 
established,  that  Mr.  Rees  supplied  him  with  money  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  these  securities,  that  he  did  em- 
ploy the  money  for  that  purpose,  and  that  being  a  trust 
fund,  it  may  be  traced  into  the  securities,  which  may  be 
made  available  to  pay  what  is  due  to  the  Plaintiffs,  who 
are  entitled  to  the  trust  money. 

I  will,  in  the  next  place,  consider  the  case  as  against 
Mrs.  Rebecca  Lloyd.  That  a  great  fraud  was  committed 
by  Rees  and  Lloyd,  with  a  view  to  dispose  of  this 
money,  which  belonged  to  the  Bristol  Infirmary,  be* 
tween  themselves,  appears  to  me  to  be  proved,  but  it  is 
not  proved  that  Mrs.  Lloyd  exactly  knew  what  the  funds 
were  which  they  were  dealing  with.  This,  however, 
appears  to  me  to  be  quite  established,  that  she  knew 
that  all  this  money  was  derived  from  Rees ;  and  after 
the  most  careful  consideration,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  assignment  made  to  her  was  nothing  more  than  a 
colorable  transaction,  entered  into  with  a  view  to  defeat 
Rees's  debt.  That  the  13,000/.  was  due  from  Mr.  Lloyd 
to  Mrs.  Rebecca  Lloyd  I  do  not  doubt,  but  as  to  any 
money  being  advanced  at  the  time  of  the  assignment  to 
her,  not  only  is  that  fact  not  proved,  but,  I  think,  the 
opposite  is  established.     I  put  the  case  no  higher  than 
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this : — that  Mrs.  Rebecca  Lloyd  knew  that  Mr.  Reei$  1856. 
money  had  been  applied  in  purchasing  the  securities, 
and  that  she  allowed  herself  to  be  an  instrument 
in  the  hands  of  her  husband  to  defeat  that  claim. 
In  my  opinion,  she  could  not  defeat  Rees*8  claim,  and 
if,  in  that  state  of  circumstances,  Rees  would  be  entitled 
to  the  securities  as  against  Mrs.  Lhyd,  then  the  Plain- 
tiffs, in  my  opinion,  are  entitled,  in  a  still  higher  degree 
than  Rees,  to  claim  in  priority  of  Mrs.  Lloyd,  so  much 
of  these  moneys  as  were  advanced  on  these  securities. 
This  being  so,  the  Plaintiffs,  in  my  opinion,  are  entitled 
to  the  first  charge  on  these  securities. 

I  may  observe,  that  the  comments  made  by  both  sides 
on  Pennell  v.  Deffell(a)  and  Devaynes  v.  Noble  {b), 
do  not  appear  to  me  to  be  applicable.  In  Pennell  v. 
Deffell,  I  thought  that  where  moneys  had  been  paid  into 
a  general  account  with  bankers,  and  cheques  had  been 
drawn  indiscriminately  upon  it,  they  became  so  mixed 
up,  that  the  trust  fund  could  not  be  distinguished  from 
the  other  moneys  paid  in.  The  Lords  Justices  differed 
from  me  in  that  opinion,  and  thought  that  by  the  attri- 
bution of  payments  it  might  be  distinguished.  But,  in 
my  opinion,  this  case  is  much  higher  than  that.  Here, 
in  my  opinion,  the  securities  were  created  by  the  trust 
fund,  and  I  have  no  evidence  before  me  that  anything 
else  was  added  to  it,  with  the  exception,  that  there  some 
presumptive  evidence  that  two  sums,  at  the  end  of  the 
transaction,  were  added  by  Miss  Mary  Lloyd,  but  the 
whole  transaction  originated  in  the  trust  fund,  was  car- 
ried on  by  the  trust  fund,  and  completed  by  the  trust 
fund,  with  the  exception  that  those  two  sums  might 
have  been  partly  applied  for  that  purpose,  but  if  they 

were  they  formed  a  very  small  portion  of  it. 

The 
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The  result  is,  that  I  am  of  opinion,  in  this  case,  that 
the  trust  funds  are  traced,  and  that  the  Plaintiffs  are 
entitled  to  a  declaration  to  that  effect,  and  a  decree 
accordingly. 


Declare  that  the  Plaintiflfs  have  a  cbaige  on  the  poti  ohit  securities 
for  2,875/.  and  interest  at  4  per  cent,  and  make  the  ordinary  redemp- 
tion decree. 


March  8. 

A  Plaintiff 
described  him- 
self as  resident 
within  the 
jurisdiction. 
JBy  amend- 
ment he  de- 
scribed himself 
as  of  the  ship 
W.t  "now  on 
a  voyage  to 
Sydneif  and 
back  to  Lon- 
don, master 
mariner.''     It 
not  appearing 
when  ne  would 
return  within 
the  jurisdic- 
tion, security 
for  costs  was 
ordered  to  be 
given. 


STEWART  V.  STEWART. 

rpHE  Plaintiff,  by  his  original  bill,  described  himself 
-^  as  *^  of  Ellington  Terrace,  Liverpool  Road,  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex^  Master  Mariner.''  The  Defendant 
appeared  and  answered.  After  this  the  Plaintiff  amended 
his  bill,  and  described  himself  as  ^'  of  the  Ship  Wacousia^ 
now  on  a  voyage  to  Sydney  and  back  to  London^ 
Master  Mariner." 

The  Defendant,  Elizabeth  Jam  Stetvart,  before  ap- 
pearing to  the  amended  bill,  moved  that  the  Plaintiff 
might  give  security  for  costs. 

Mr.  Loudon,  in  support  of  the  motion.  The  Plaintiff 
having  described  himself  as  being  out  of  the  jurisdiction 
is  bound  to  give  security  for  costs. 

Mr.  Roger 8 J  contrd.  The  rule  does  not  apply  to  a 
master  mariner,  whose  business  requires  him,  from  time 
to  time,  to  absent  himself  temporarily  from  England. 
Secondly,  the  rule  does  not  apply  unless  the  Plaintiff 
is  domiciled  abroad ;  and,  thirdly,  the  Defendant  comes 
too  late,  for  she  was  made  aware  of  the  fact  on  the  9th 

of 
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of  January,  and  has  delayed  making  the  application.        1866. 
He  cited   Hoby  ▼•  Hitchcock  (a);    Blakeney  v.  Du- 
faur  (6) ;  Conway  v.  Wilson  (c). 

I 
The  Mabt£b  of  the  Rolls. 

I  understand  the  rule  to  be  this :— that  this  Court, 
in  all  cases  of  this  kind,  sees  whether  there  is  reason- 
able security  that  any  order  it  may  make  against  the 
Plaintiff  can  be  enforced,  and  does  not  compel  a  Plaintiff 
to  give  security  for  costs,  merely  because  he  goes  abroad 
pending  the  suit,  for  he  may  have  no  intention  of  re- 
maining there* 

In  this  case  I  find  that  the  Plaintiff  has  no  fixed 
abode  in  this  country,  that  he  has  gone  abroad  out  of 
the  jurisdiction,  and  that  there  is  nothing  to  shew  when 
he  will  return. 

The  order  must  be  made. 

(a)  5  Ves.  699.  (c)  Irish  JuriU,  66. 

(6)  1  De  G.  M.  *  G.  771. 

Note.— See  Kerr  v.  GilUspie,  7  Beav.  269;  Wyllie  v.  EUuCf  11 
Beop.  99. 
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March  17, 
19,  20. 
A  trustee,  with 
the  consent  of 
his  cestui  que 
trust,  pledged 
Madras 
government 
notes,  held  by 
him  in  trust, 
for  the  benefit 
of  a  firm  of 
which  he  was 
partner.    The 
notes  were 
afterwards  re- 
deemed and 
delivered  to 
the  firm.   Sub- 
sequently the 
firm,  without 
the  consent  of 
the  cestui  que 
trust,  pledged 
them  ror  a 
similar  pur- 
pose.   The 
firm  being  in- 
solvent and 
bankruptcy 
imminent,  the 
trustee  re- 
deemed the 
notes  with 
partnership 
assets,  in- 
dorsed them 
to  himself 
personally,  and 
replaced  them 
in  his  private 
chest.    The 
firm  became 
bankrupt. 
Held,  first, 
that  the  notes 
were  not  in 
the  order  and 
disposition  of 
the  firm ;  and, 


SINCLAIR  V.  WILSON. 

T)  Y  a  settlement,  made  in  1836,  upon  the  marriage  of 
"^  Joseph  Barrow,  a  merchant  in  MadraSj  and  the 
Plaintiff,  Matilda  Charlotte  Sinclair,  60,000  sicca 
rupees,  secured  to  trustees  by  the  bond  of  Mr.  J3ar- 
row,  were  settled  upon  trust  for  the  Plaintiff  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  Mr.  Borrow  for  life ;  and  after  their 
decease,  in  the  event  of  there  being  no  children,  (which 
happened,)  upon  trusts  for  Mr.  Barrow. 

The  trust  moneys  might,  amongst  other  securities,  be 
invested  on  '^  government  loans  in  India,** 

In  1842,  Mr.  Barrow  died,  and  his  wife  was  left 
executrix  and  soje  residuary  legatee.  At  this  time,  Mr. 
Wilson,  a  person  residing  at  Madras,  and  Mr.  Marriott, 
who  was  resident  in  England,  were  the  trustees  of  the 
settlement,  and  the  bond  remained  unpaid.  Part  of  the 
assets  of  Mr.  Barrow  being  realized,  was  banded  over 
to  Mr.  Wilson,  the  trustee,  in  discharge  of  the  bond,  and 
was  by  him,  in  June,  1843,  invested  in  the  purchase  of 
Madras  government  notes,  which,  with  a  subsequent 
similar  purchase,  amounted  to  26,700  sicca  rupees,  and 
notice  of  the  purchase  was  given  to  the  Plaintiff. 

On  the  4th  of  January,  1846,  Wilson,  acting  on  behalf 
of  himself  and  his  co-partners  in  business  (trading  under 
the  firm  of  Barroio  k  Co.),  requested  the  Plaintiff  to 

accommodate 

secondly,  that  there  was  no  fraudulent  preference. 
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accommodate  the  firm  with  the  loan  of  these  notes  for 
a  short  timCi  in  order  to  deposit  them  with  the  **  Bank 
of  Madras"  for  a  limited  period,  as  security  for  advances 
then  required  by  them.  The  Plaintiff  consented,  and 
Wilson  indoi-sed  the  notes  to  the  firm  of  Barrow  &  Co.» 
and  the  firm,  on  the  same  day,  deposited  them  with  the 
Bank. 

In  March,  1846,  the  Plaintiff  left  India  and  never 
returned ;  in  July,  1 848,  she  married  Mr.  Sinclair, 
and  she  was  paid  interest  on  the  notes  down  to  Decem- 
ber, 1848. 

In  1846,  the  firm  of  Barrow  &  Co.  having  paid  off 
the  moneys  due  to  the  Bank  of  Madras,  the  latter, 
without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  Plaintiff,  re« 
turned  the  notes  for  the  26,700  sicca  rupees  to  Messrs. 
Barrow  &  Co.  The  notes  were  then  kept  by  Wilson, 
apart  from  the  counting-house  of  the  firm,  in  an  iron 
chest  appropriated  to  the  safe  keeping  of  papers  relating 
to  the  Plaintiff's  private  affairs. 

Afterwards,  in  June,  1846,  Wilson,  without  the 
Plaintiff's  knowledge  or  consent,  deposited  the  notes 
for  the  26,700  sicca  rupees  with  the  Oriental  Bank 
of  Madras,  as  a  security  for  monies  advanced  to 
the  firm. 

In  February,  1849,  Wilson,  knowing  the  firm  was 
insolvent  and  that  bankruptcy  or  insolvency  was  im- 
minent, applied  the  partnership  funds  in  redeeming  the 
26,700  sicca  rupees  from  the  Oriental  Bank.  The  bills 
being  returned  to  him,  he,  in  the  name  of  the  firm,  in- 
dorsed them  to  himself,  as  trustee  For  the  Plaintiff  under 
^tbe  settlement,  and  replaced  them  in  the  iron  chest. 

Subsequently, 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Sabsequently,  in  the  same  month  of  February^Wibam 
indorsed  the  notes  specially  and  delifered  them  to  Mr. 
Dymes,  as  his  agent,  with  power  to  receive  the  interest, 
but  not  to  part  with  or  negotiate  the  notes  themselres, 
and  he  sent  a  statement  to  that  effect  to  the  Madras 
Treasury. 

On  the  14th  of  March,  1849,  Wilson  left  the  East 
Indies,  and  arrived  in  England  on  the  23rd  of  AfrxL 

On  the  8th  of  May,  1849,  an  act  of  bankruptcy  was 
committed  by  the  firm,  upon  which  they  were  duly  de- 
clared bankrupts. 

The  notes  were  claimed  by  the  assignees  on  the  one 
hand,  as  within  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bank- 
rupts, and,  on  the  other,  by  the  Plaintiff,  as  property 
subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement.  The  Chief  Clerk 
found  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  Assignees  now 
moved  to  vary  the  certificate. 

Mr.  12.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Karslake,  for  the  Assignees. 
The  first  question  is,  whether  the  notes  were  in  the  order 
and  disposition  of  Barrow  &  Co.  at  the  time  of  the 
bankruptcy.  The  Plaintiff,  as  executrix  of  her  hus- 
band's will,  had  full  power  to  deal  with  the  property. 
She  permitted  the  firm  to  transfer  the  notes  to  them- 
selves, and  to  be  applied  for  their  benefit,  and  she  was 
content  to  hold  the  firm  accountable  to  her  for  the 
amount  of  them.  That  transaction  therefore  terminated 
the  trusts  of  the  settlement  and  converted  the  relation 
of  trustee  and  cestui  que  trust  into  that  of  debtor  and 
creditor ;  consequently  this  property  was  in  the  reputed 
ownership  of  the  firm,  and  passed  to  the  assignees; 

Fox 
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Fox  V.  Fisher  (a) ;  Ex  parte  Thomas  (fi) ;  Ex  parte       1855. 
lFathins(c). 


Second  ly,  if  these  notes  did  not  pass  to  the  assignees 
as  being  within  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bank- 
ruptSy  but  continued  trust  property  belonging  to  the 
Plaintiff,  then  the  voluntary  employment  of  the  funds 
of  the  firm,  while  it  was  in  a  state  of  insolvency  and 
when  bankruptcy  was  imminent,  in  redeeming  them, 
constituted  a  fraudulent  preference,  and  consequently 
the  produce  of  the  notes  is  liable  to  make  good  or 
restore  to  the  bankrupt's  estate  the  sums  so  improperly 
applied  in  their  redemption;  Marshall  v.  Lamb{d); 
Poland y.  Glyn(e). 

Mr.  KinglaJte^  for  the  Plaintiff,  contended  that  the 
property  was  ear-marked  and  lent  to  the  firm  for  a  par- 
ticular purpose  only,  which  had  been  completely  satis- 
fied ;  that  having  been  restored  to  its  former  custody,  it 
remained  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement ;  that 
the  pledging  of  it  again  by  the  firm,  (every  member  of 
which  knew  of  the  trust,)  without  the  Plaintiff's  con- 
sent, did  not  affect  its  character  and  was  a  breach  of 
trust,  and  that  consequently  the  relation  of  debtor  was 
not  created,  and  that  the  notes  were  not  in  the  order  and 
disposition  of  the  bankrupt;  Ex  parte  Marrable(f); 
Pinhett  v.  Wright  {g).  That  the  employment  of  the 
money  of  the  firm  in  setting  right  the  breach  of  trust  and 
in  restoring  the  property  was  not  a  fraudulent  preference, 
and  that  the  Plaintiff  was,  therefore,  entitled  to  the 

notes, 


i: 


»  3  Barn,  if  Aid.  135.  Ch.  87. 

»  3  M.  D  4-  Df  G.  40;   1  (</)  5  Q.  B.  115. 

Pm,  159,  reversing  2  M.D.^  (a)  4  Bing,  22,  n.;  2  DowL  4r 

De  G.  294.  K.  310. 

(c)  2  Jlf .  *  Ayr.  348,  revert-  </)  1  Gl.  *  J.  402. 

ing  1  M.  4  Ayr.  689 ;  4  Deo.  if  (g)  2  Hart,  120. 
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1866.       notes,  without  restoring  ibe  money  applied  in  redeeming 
them ;  Ogdtn  v.  SUme  (a) ;  Morgan  v.  Brundrett  (&). 


Sinclair 

WiLMou.  Mr.  CairuM,  for  another  Defendant 


Mr.  CaiUiard,  for  Mr.  Sinclair. 
Mr.  Karilahe,  in  reply. 


March  20.         The  M ASTBB  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case,  I  have,  after  some  considerable  hesita- 
tion, come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  chief  clerk  has 
arrived  at  a  right  decision. 

The  particulars  of  the  case  are  these  -.—Certain  govern- 
ment notes  were  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Wibon,  as  trustee 
of  the  Plaintiff's  settlement  Uuder  the  trusts  of  that 
settlement  and  the  will  of  her  husband,  and  subject  to  the 
payment  of  his  debts  and  legacies,  it  was  the  PlaintiflTs 
own  property,  and  she  undoubtedly  might  have  disposed 
of  it  exactly  as  she  thought  fit ;  nevertheless  it  was 
trust  property  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Wilson,  a  member  of 
the  firm  of  Barrow  k  Co.  The  firm  applied  to  the 
Plaintiff  for  leave  to  pledge  this  property,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  raising  some  money  for  the  benefit  of  the  firm. 
She  consented,  and  thereupon  Mr.  Wilson  indorsed  the 
government  notes  over  to  the  firm  of  Barrow  k  Co., 
who  indorsed  them  over  to  the  Madras  Bank,  to  secure 
a  sum  of  money  lent  to  the  firm.  The  Plaintiff  was 
informed  of  that  fact,  and  had  no  right  or  reason  to 
complain  of  that  transaction.   The  Madras  Bank,  being 

paid, 

(a)  11  Meei,^W.49i. 

(6)  5  Bam.  ^  Ad.  289 ;  2  Net.  4  M.  280. 
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paidy  indorsed  these  notes  back  again  to  Barrow  k  Co.|  1866. 
but  it  does  not  appear  that  the  Plaintiff  had  any  know- 
ledge of  that  transaction.  The  notes  were  then  re* 
tained  as  the  separate  property  of  the  Plaintiff,  and 
were,  in  fact,  set  apart  in  a  chest,  and  were  never  entered 
in  the  books  of  the  firm  as  part  of  the  assets  of  the  firm. 
They  afterwards  deposited  these  notes,  without  indorse- 
ment, with  the  Oriental  Bank,  to  secure  the  sum  of 
18,000  sicca  rupees ;  but  the  Plaintiff  was  not  informed 
of  this  transaction.  Mr.  Wibon,  who  seems  to  have 
been  the  only  partner  then  remaining  in  India,  knew  of 
this  transaction.  He  was  informed  by  letter  of  the 
impending  ruin  of  the  firm;  in  fact,  in  the  course  of  a 
fortnight  after,  he  called  together  the  creditors  of  the 
firm,  and  therefore  that  the  act  he  did  with  reference 
to  these  notes  was  done  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy 
cannot  certainly  be  denied,  in  this  sense  of  the  term: — 
that  he  knew  the  insolvency  of  the  firm  was  imminent, 
and  certain.  Mr.  Wilson  thereupon,  and  immediately, 
or  shortly  after  receiving  the  letter  giving  this  infor- 
mation, applied  part  of  the  assets  of  the  firm  then 
in  his  possession  (consisting  partly  of  the  produce  of 
consignments),  in  redeeming  these  notes,  and  he  ob- 
tained them  back  again.  The  question,  in  that  state  of 
circumstances,  is,  whether  this  is  property  in  the  order 
and  disposition  of  the  firm,  of  which  the  firm  were  the 
reputed  owners. 

I  am  of  opinion,  in  the  first  place,  that  a  trust  was 

attached  to  this  property,  and  that  the  firm  were  all 

perfectly  aware  of  that  fact,  and  that  the  property  was  the 

separate  and  distinct  property  of  the  Plaintiff.     In  the 

case  of  Ex  parte  Marrahle  (a),  the  bankrupt,  a  wine 

merchant,  had  sold  a  pipe  of  wine  to  the  Petitioner,  and 

had 
(a)  1  G/yii4^/.402. 
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bad  been  paid  for  it ;  at  the  baDkruptcy,  it  had  not  been 
taken  away  from  the  bankrupt's  cellar,  but  had  been 
set  apart,  and  each  bottle  sealed  with  the  customer's 
seal.  It  was  held  that  it  did  not  pass  to  the  assignees, 
as  being  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt. 

Here  this  was  property  separated  and  set  apart  as 
belonging  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  more  strongly  so 
from  this  circumstance : — that  one  of  the  partners  of  the 
firm  was  the  trustee  of  the  property;  it  never  was 
part  of  the  assets  of  the  firm,  and  it  was  lent  to  the  firm 
for  a  specific  purpose,  which  had  been  completed  and 
at  an  end.  I  look  at  the  case  in  this  way : — suppose 
there  had  been  no  bankruptcy,  but  by  some  accident 
the  notes  had  become  worthless,  as  if  they  had  been 
the  notes  of  a  company  which  had  become  bankrupt, 
upon  whom  would  the  loss  have  fallen  ?  would  it  have 
fallen  upon  Barrow  &  Co.  (which  would  have  been  the 
case  if  the  notes  were  part  of  their  general  assets,  and 
they  had  been  liable  for  the  amount  to  Mrs.  Sinclair), 
or  would  it  have  fallen  upon  Mrs.  Sinclair.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  loss  would  have  fallen  upon  her.  When 
the  purpose  for  which  the  notes  had  been  lent  to  the 
firm  was  completed,  they  had  no  authority  to  pledge  them 
a  second  time  to  the  Oriental  Bank,  and  it  was  a  breach 
of  duty  to  do  so.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  these 
notes  were  trust  property,  and  that  the  clause  in  the 
statute  respecting  order  and  disposition  does  not  apply 
to  them. 

With  respect  to  the  second  point  of  the  case,  I  have 
some  little  difficulty  in  understanding  how  it  applies. 
It  has  been  contended,  that  assuming  the  bills  to  have 
been  trust  property,  there  was  a  fraudulent  preference. 
But  I  think  that  if  they  were  trust  property,  the  prin- 
ciple 
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ciple  does  not  apply,  because  a  fraudulent  preference 
must  be  made  in  favour  of  a  creditor ;  and  if  I  am  right 
in  the  view  I  take  of  the  case,  the  Plaintiff  was  not  a 
creditor  of  the  firm,  but  was  the  owner  of  certain  specific 
property  in  the  possession  of  the  firm,  who  had  notice 
of  the  trust. 

I  have  great  doubt  whether  there  was  any  intention  to 
benefit  Mrs.  Sinclair  by  the  redemption  of  the  notes, 
for  all  the  subsequent  dealings  with  these  notes  appear 
to  me  to  shew,  that  Mr.  Wilson  redeemed  the  notes  for 
the  purpose  of  trying  to  make  them  available  for  the 
benefit  of  himself  or  the  firmj^  and  to  endeavour  thereby 
to  retrieve  their  affiiirs ;  for  he  actually  indorsed  them 
over  to  a  gentleman  in  India,  and  under  circumstances 
of  pressure,  he  did  the  same  again  in  this  country,  A 
desire,  therefore,  on  the  part  of  the  firm  to  benefit  Mrs. 
Sinclair  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  the  leading  motive 
for  this  transaction. 

I  am,  on  the  whole,  of  opinion  that  this  was  the 
property  of  Mrs.  Sinclair,  and  was  not  in  the  order 
and  disposition  of  the  bankrupts.  She  is  therefore  en- 
titled to  it     I  do  not  think  it  proper  to  give  any  costs. 
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AMES  V.  The  TRUSTEES  of  the  BIRKENHEAD 

March  27,  28.  DOCKS. 

April  23. 

Mortgagees  of  T>Y  the  "  7  &  8  VicL  c.  Ixxix,  Commissioners  were 
Birkenhead       "^  appointed  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  Birken" 

pocki  held  to  iigQ^  Docks,  &c."  They  were  empowered  to  enter  into 
have  a  priority  i.        .  .  -  ,  ,    -      ^ 

over  judgment  contracts  for  the  execution  of  any  works  and  for  fur- 

^J^^®^*^®  nishing  materials  (a),   but  were  not  to  be  personally 

In  a  suitby   liable  upon  such  contracts  (6).     Execution  upon  every 

rdo^TSainBt  ju^gnient  against  them  was  to  be  **  executed   against 

the  trustees       the  goods  and  chattels  belonging  to  the  Commissioners 

ment  creditor,   by  virtue  of  their  office."    The  Commissioners  were  em- 

the  chairman  powered  to  borrow,  on  the  credit  of  the  tolls  and  of  any 
was  appointed    '^  ,     '  -^ 

receiver  of  the  property  vested  in  them  by  virtue  of  the  act,  to  a  limited 

Action  to       extent,  and  to  assign  the  tolls  and  property  as  a  secu- 

pay  into  Court  rity;  but  the  mortgagees  were  to  have  no  preference,  in 

after  paying      respect  of  the  priority  of  their  advances  (c).    The  money 

the  expenses     borrowed  was  to  be  applied  by  the  Commissioners,  first, 

of  carrying  on    ,  ,  •  •  .^ 

the  concern      in  paying  the  costs  o(  obtaining  the  act,  and  next,  io 

teres?*  'th  P*^y'"S  ^^®  expenses  of  constructing  the  docks,  &c.  (d). 
mortgages.  A  The  227th  section  provided,  that  all  the  tolls  and  the 
^ditOThaving^   ^®"^  ^^^  *^®  produce  of  the  sale  of  lands  should  be 

afterwards  applied  in  defraying  the  expenses  of  keeping  in  repair 
proceeded  to         ^^   .  .        ^     ?        .       .^.  .       ,     /^    °  ^     . 

attach  the  tolls  &nd  improving  and  maintaming  the  dock,  &c.,  and  of 

under  "The  paying  the  officers  and  servants,  and  of  otherwise  carry- 
Procedure  ing 
Act."  was 
restrained  by  («)  Seel.  17.       (6)  Sect.  21.       (c)  Sect.  40.       (rf)  Sect.  49. 

injunction. 

It  was  insisted,  that  the  possession  of  the  receiver  was  either  that  of  the  dock  com- 
pany or  of  the  mortgagees,  and  that  in  the  former  case  the  judgment  creditor  ought 
not  to  be  restrained  in  the  exercise  of  his  legal  remedies  against  the  company,  andin 
the  second,  that  the  mortgagees  had  no  power,  under  the  acts  of  parliament,  to  carry 
on  the  concern,  but  this  argument  was  held  unavailing. 

The  Court  will  not  permit  its  Receiver  to  be  interfered  with  or  dispossessed  of  the 
property,  nor  will  it  allow  payment  to  him  to  be  intercepted,  although  the  order  ap- 
pointing him  may  be  perfectly  erroneous.  An  application  must  first  be  made  to  the 
Court  for  leave. 
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ing  the  act  into  execution,  and  for  paying  the  interest        1855. 
and  repaying  the  principal  of  any  sum  of  money  bor- 
rowed by  the  Commissioners  under  the  Act. 


A  MBS 

«. 
The  Trustees 

By  the  8th  VicL  c.  iv,  additional  powers  to  borrow  Birkbnhbad 
were  given,  but  the  then  subsisting  mortgages  were  to  Docks, 
have  priority.  The  8  &  9  VicL  c.  Ix,  incorporated  the 
subscribers  by  the  name  of  '*  The  Birkenhead  Dock 
Company,"  and  enacted,  that  ''The  Companies'  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act,  1845,"  and  ''The  Lands  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act/'  should  be  incorporated  in  and  form 
part  of  it. 

By  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  cxliv,  s.  2,  the  duties  and 
authorities  of  the  Commissioners  were  determined,  and 
in  lieu  of  them  (a),  thirteen  persons  therein  named  were 
appointed  and  incorporated  by  the  name  of  ''The 
Trustees  of  the  Birkenhead  Docks."  Six  of  them  on 
behalf  of  the  bondholders  or  moitgagees,  four  of  Bir^ 
kenkeadj  and  three  of  Wallasey  (i),  and  they  were  to 
have  the  powers  vested  in  the  Commissioners  by  the 
former  acts. 

Prior  to  the  year  1851,  very  considerable  sums  of 
money  had  been  raised  under  the  powers  contained  in 
the  acts,  which  were  secured  by  mortgages  or  bonds, 
given  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  act,  whereby  the 
tolls  were  assigned,  tenendum  until  the  principal  sums 
and  interest  had  been  repaid.  The  Plaintiff  Ames^ 
and  the  other  four  Co-Plaintiffs,  were  holders  of  some 
of  those  mortgages  or  bonds,  the  interest  on  which  was 
greatly  in  arrear.  Abemethy,  a  simple  contract  creditor, 
having  obtained  a  judgment  against  the  trustees,  had 
proceeded  to  make  it  available  by  Jieri  facias,  attach- 
ment, 


I 


(a)  Sect.  3.  (6)  Sect.  4.  I 


AmR8 
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1865.       ment,  and  by  other  proceedings  in  equity.   The  PlaintiflTs 
instituted  this  suit  on  the  29th  of  May^  1854,  on  behalf 
of  themselves  and  the  other  mortgagees  or  bondholders, 
Th*  Trusted   against  the  trustees  of  the  docks  and  Abemethy,  insist- 
BiRKBNHBAD  ing  that  their  rights  and  remedies  were  prior,  in  equity, 
^^^"       to  those  of  Ahernethy  as  a  judgment  creditor  of  the 
trustees,  and  praying,  first,  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
proceedings  o( Abemethy ;  second,  an  account;  third, 
a  declaration  of  the  Plaintiffs'  rights;  fourth,  a  Re- 
ceiver of  the  tolls ;  fifth,  the  realization  of  the  Plaintiffs' 
security ;  and  sixth,  further  relief. 

On  the  8th  of  February,  1855,  an  order  was  made  in 
the  suit,  appointing  Mr*  Powksy  the  chairman  of  the 
trustees  (sect.  33),  to  be  the  Receiver  of  the  rates  and 
tolls  and  of  the  rents  of  the  property  of  the  corporation, 
without  salary  and  without  giving  security.  It  directed 
him  to  pay  into  Court  half-yearly  such  balances,  if 
any,  as  might  remain  in  his  hands,  after  payment  of 
the  expenses  of  carrying  on  the  business  and  the  inte^ 
rest  then  due  and  to  become  due  on  the  mortgages. 
And  the  Receiver  was  not  to  account  otherwise,  until 
the  further  order  of  the  Court. 

It  is  now  necessary  to  refer  to  the  case  of  the  Peti- 
tioner, Mr.  Williams,  who  was  no  party  to  the  suit, 
but  was  alleged  to  have  interfered  with  the  Receiver 
appointed  under  this  order. 

In  1851,  the  Petitioner  Williams  sold  some  mud 
barges  to  the  trustees,  for  the  purpose  of  the  works, 
and  became  a  creditor  for  600/.  On  the  26th  of  Janu^ 
ary,  1855,  he  obtained  a  judgment  against  the  trustees 
for  that  amount.  On  the  2nd  of  February  he  obtained 
an  order  nisi,  under  ''The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act, 
1854,"  (17  &  18  Vict.  c.  125,  s.  61),  calling  upon  fifteen 

masters 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  335 

masters  of  ships  in  the  docks  to  shew  caDse,  why  he  1865. 

should  not  be  allowed  to  attach  the  tolls  due  from  them  "^^-^^^ 

to  the  trustees,  in  satisfaction  of  his  judgment.    This  9. 

order  was  served  on   five  of  the  garnishees   on   the  The  Trustees 

3rd,  4th  and  5th  o(  February.  Birkbnhbad 

Docks. 

On  the  16th  of  February j  an  order  absolute  for  the 
payment  to  the  Petitioner  of  the  tolls  was  made  on 
three  of  the  garnishees,  and  execution  was  to  issue 
without  further  order. 

The  Plaintiffs  gave  notice  of  motion  to  commit  the 
Petitioner  for  contempt,  by  interference  with  the  Re- 
ceiver, and  also  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  further 
proceedings  upon  the  judgment.  The  Petitioner,  on  the 
other  hand,  presented  his  petition  for  leave  to  issue  exe- 
cution and  to  obtain  satisfaction  of  his  judgment  debt 
out  of  the  tolls  attached.  The  motion  and  petition 
now  came  together  on  to  be  heard. 

The  arguments  on  both  sides  are  so  fully  stated  in  the 
judgment,  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  repeat  them. 

Mr.  FoUeii  and  Mr.  Ooldsmidf  for  the  Plaintiffs,  in 
support  of  the  motion  and  against  the  petition,  cited 
Potts  v.  The  Warwick  and  Birmingham  Canal  Navi- 
gation Company  (a)  ;  Russell  v.  The  East  Anglian  Rail' 
way  Company  {b);  Whitworth  v.  Gaugain{c)\  Evelyn 
V.  Lewis  {d);  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  125,  s.  60. 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  Cairns,  for  the  Petitioner, 
in  support  of  the  petition,  and  in  opposition  to  the 

motion, 

(a)  Kw,  142.  (c)  3  Bare,  416. 

(b)  3  Morn.  ^  G.  104.  {d)  3  Hare,  472. 
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1S66.  motion,  cited  Rmstell  r.  The  EoMt  Anglian  RaUwag 
Company  (a);  Fripp  ▼•  7%«  Chard  Railway  Com- 
pany (i). 


Amm 


TheTnHteM 

BiEKEVHEAD       Mf.  FoUett,  ID  reply. 


Docki. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserred  judgment. 


April  23.  The  Master  of  the  Bolls. 

There  are^  in  this  case,  two  matters  to  be  disposed 
of.  The  first  is  a  motion,  the  ostensible  object  of  which 
is  to  protect,  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty,  a  Receiver 
appointed  by  this  Court  to  receive  the  rates  and  tolls  of 
the  Birkenhead  Docks ;  and  the  second  is  a  petition 
by  a  judgment  creditor,  disputiog  the  propriety  of  the 
order  appointing  that  Receiver,  and  claiming  a  priority, 
in  respect  of  his  judgment,  over  the  Plaintiffs,  who  are 
the  mortgagees  of  the  rents  and  tolls  of  the  Birkenhead 
Docks. 

The  only  material  and  important  question  is  that 
raised  by  the  petition,  and  accordingly  I  proceed,  in 
the  first  instance,  to  express  the  opinion  I  have  formed 
on  this  subject,  before  I  proceed  to  the  minor  and 
subordinate  question  which  is  raised  by  the  motion. 

The  question  on  the  petition  depends  on  the  con- 
struction of  the  acts  of  parliament  establishing  these 
Docks.  The  first  of  these,  on  which  in  truth  the 
question  depends,  is  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  Ixxix,  (the  sub- 
sequent acts  being  ancillary  to  this,)  which  establishes 

tiie 

(a)  3  Macn.  4  G.  104.        (6)  22  L.  J.  {N.  S.)  Ch.  1084.    . 
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the  undertaking  and  regulates  the  rights  and  interests       1866. 
of  the  persons  connected  with  it.    The  scheme  of  the      >^^/'^^ 
undertaking  is  peculiar.    The  act  does  not  create  a        ^'^' 
joint-stock  company,  consisting  of  shareholders  sub-   The  Trustees 
scribing  for  the  construction  and  support  of  the  docks,  'Birkenhbad 
but  it  creates  a  body  of  commissioners,  for  the  con-       Docks, 
struction  and  support  of  these  docks,  consisting  of  the 
persons  who,  for  the  time  being,  are  commissioners  for 
paving  and   lighting  Birkenhead.     Apparently,   they 
have  no  interest  in  the  surplus  profits  of  the  undei^ 
taking,  if  it  shall  be  able  to  realize  any,  after  providing 
for  all  the  costs  and  liabilities  of  the  undertaking ;  but 
they  are,  in  fact,  to  carry  the  scheme  into  execution, 
and  they  are  to  obtain  the  funds  necessary  for  that 
purpose,  by  borrowing  money  on  mortgage  of  the  rates 
and  tolls  authorized  by  the  act  to  be  taken  from  persons 
using  the  docks. 

The  persons  advancing  the  money  are  tp  have  no 
priority  between  themselves ;  the  amount  of  the  money 
to  be  raised  is  limited  to  400,000/.,  and  the  rate  of 
interest  is  to  be  specified  in  the  mortgage,  a  form  for 
which  is  given  in  the  schedule  to  the  act.  The  mort- 
gagees have  no  concern  in  the  surplus  profits  of  the 
undertaking,  beyond  the  payment  of  the  amount  of 
interest  specified  in  their  mortgage  bond.  The  whole 
afiair  is  to  be  managed  by  the  commissioners,  and  the 
mortgagees  are  to  take  no  part  therein. 

By  the  8  Vici.  c.  iv,  additional  powers  are  given  to 
the  commissioners,  and,  amongst  them,  a  power  to  raise 
further  sums  of  money. 

In  the  10th  &  11th  years  of  Vtct.  two  additional  acts 
were  passed,  which  are  of  a  similar  character,  and  the 
former  of  which  constitutes  a  priority  between  classes 

VOL.  XX.  z  of 
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1865.       of  the  mortgagees.    The  fifth  act,  which  is  Che  11th  & 
"^"^^       12th  Viet.  c.  cxir,  repeals  the  appointment  of  the  former 
9.  commissioners,  and  creates  the  thirteen  persons  therein 

oft^***  named  to  be  commissioners ;  six  on  behalf  of  the  mort- 
BiRKBVHBAD  gagccs,  four  on  behalf  of  the  commissionerB  for  the 
improvement  of  Birkenhead,  three  on  behalf  of  the 
commissioners  for  the  improvement  of  the  parish  of 
Wallaseyf  and  converts  them  into  a  corporate  body, 
under  the  title  of  "Tmstees  of  the  JBirAeaAcaif  Docks." 
It  provides  that  the  mor^gees,  who  are,  in  this  act, 
called  bondholders,  shall  elect  fresh  commissioners  to 
fill  up  vacancies  which  may  occur,  from  time  to  time, 
in  the  first  six  trustees;  it  enacts,  that  the  improve- 
ment commissioners  for  the  town  of  Birkenhead  are 
to  fill  up  the  vacancies  which  may  arise  in  the  next 
four  trustees,  and  the  improvement  commissioners  of 
Wallasey  are  to  do  the  same  as  to  the  vacancies  which 
may  occur  in  the  last  three  trustees. 

Two  other  acts  have  been  passed,  of  the  13th  ic  14th 
VicL  c.  c,  and  the  16th  &  17th  Viet.  c.  clxv,  but  to 
which  I  think  it  unnecessary  at  present  to  refer  more 
minutely. 

The  Petitioner  is  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  trustees. 
Four  years  ago  he  sold  certain  mud  baiges  to  the 
trustees,  for  the  purposes  of  the  works,  and  became  a 
simple  contract  creditor  for  tX)OL 

On  the  26th  January^  1866)  he  obtained  a  judgment 
against  the  trustees  for  that  amount.  On  the  2nd 
February,  1865,  he  obtained  an  order  nisi  from  Mr. 
Baron  Alderson,  calling  upon  the  trustees  to  shew  cause 
why  he  should  not  be  allowed,  under  the  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act  of  1854,  to  attach  the  rates  and  tolls 
to  pay  his  judgment.    On  the  8th  February,  Mr.  Powlee, 

the 
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the  chairman  of  the  trastees,  was  appointed  Receiver  of       1865. 
these  rates  and  tolls,  without  salary  and  without  giving      ^*-^^*^ 
security,  and  on  the  21st  of  February  the  Petitioner.       ^" 
obtained  an  order  from  Mr.  Baron  Piatt,  making  the   ^«  TruBteet 
order  of  the  2nd  February  absolute.  Birkenhead 


Docks. 


The  first  question  is,  whether,  in  the  absence  of  any 
other  facts,  the  Petitioner  is  entitled  to  be  paid  his  judg- 
ment in  priority  to  the  mortgagees  or  bondholders  ?  and 
the  second  question  is,  whether  the  order  appointing  a 
Receiver  of  the  rates  and  tolls  makes  any  difference  in 
this  respect,  and  whether  that  order  is  not  erroneous 
and  nugatory  for  any  such  purpose  ?  For  the  Petitioner, 
it  is  urged,  that  by  the  first  act  and  the  17th  section, 
permission  is  given  to  the  commissioners  to  enter  into 
.  contracts ;  that,  by  the  21st  section,  it  is  provided  that 
they  shall  not  be  personally  liable ;  that  by  the  23rd 
section  it  is  provided,  that  execution  shall  issue  against 
the  goods  and  chattels  belonging  to  the  commissioners, 
by  virtue  of  their  office,  which  is  in  these  words— [flw 
Honor  read  it].  It  is  contended  that  this  means  against 
all  property  so  belonging  which  may  be  taken  in  execu* 
tion ;  and  that  by  ''The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act  of 
1854,"  rates  and  tolls  are  property  of  this  description. 
Reliance  is  also  placed  on  the  227th  section,  which  pro- 
vides for  the  application  of  the  rates  and  tolls,  and  which 
directs  that  they  shall  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  costs 
of  maintaining  and  of  constructing  the  works.  All  this,  it 
is  argued,  together  with  the  aid  of  the  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act,  constitutes  a  direct  authority,  not  only 
for  taking  the  rates  and  tolls  in  execution  to  satisfy 
the  judgment  debt,  but  also  for  taking  them  in  priority 
to  the  mortgagees.  The  construction  and  maintenance 
of  the  docks,  it  is  urged,  constitute,  in  fact,  what  is  first 
to  be  paid  by  the  trustees ;  that  this  is  admitted  to  be 
the  fact  as  to  future  expenses  and  debts  to  be  hereafter 

z  2  incurred 
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1855.       incurred  in  managing  and  carrying   on  the  concern, 
^•^^^^^      and  is  indeed  expressly  provided  for  in  the  order  ap- 
^  pointing  the  Receiver,  and  that,  not  only  no  saflScient 

Th«  J*™**"  reason  can  be  alleged,  but  that  all  reasoning  and  analogy 
BiRKEVBBAo  cxtcud  thls  principle  and  order  of  application  equally 
Docks.  ^Q  debts  already  incurred  for  the  same  purpose.  It  is 
further  contended,  that  the  section  giving  the  powers 
and  rights  of  mortgagees  are  consistent  with  and  con- 
finn  these  views.  These  clauses  extend  from  the  39th 
to  49thy  both  inclusive.  The  39th  section  gives  the 
power  to  borrow  on  mortgage;  the  property  charged  is 
expressed  to  be,  'Uhe  rates  and  tolls,  and  any  property 
vested  in  the  commissioners  by  virtue  of  the  act."  The 
49th  section  directs  the  money  to  be  raised  by  the 
mortgages  to  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  costs  and 
expenses  of  constructing  the  works  necessary  for  the 
purposes  of  the  undertaking ;  but  these  sections  are  all 
silent  as  to  the  course  to  be  adopted  by  the  mortgagees, 
if  their  principal  or  interest  remain  unpaid.  It  is  in- 
sisted, that  the  consequence  of  this  silence  is,  that  the 
only  mode  by  which  the  mortgagees  can  enforce  pay- 
ment, if  at  all,  is  by  taking  possession  of  the  property 
mortgaged,  and  that  they  cannot  do  this  without  stopping 
the  whole  undertaking ;  that  they  have  no  power  to  do 
anything  relative  to  the  undertaking,  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  it  on;  that  all  powers  for  this  purpose  are 
confined  to  the  commissioners,  and  that  therefore  if  the 
mortgagees  take  possession,  either  personally  or  by  their 
Receiver  appointed  by  this  Court,  they  cannot  lawfully 
levy  a  rate  or  a  toll,  and  can  exercise  no  one  of  the 
functions  which  are  essential  to  enable  them  to  obtain 
payment  of  their  interest ;  that,  on  the  other  hand,  if 
they  do  not  take  possession,  the  trustees  remain  in 
possession,  who  are  bound,  in  the  first  place,  to  pay  the 
expenses,  and  when  that  is  done,  then  to  pay  the  interest 
of  the  mortgagees ;  and  accordingly  it  is  urged,  that  the 

order 
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order  obtained  for  the  Receiver,  in  this  case,  is  either        1856. 

improper  or  nugatory ;  that,  if  the  Receiver  appointed 

be  the  Receiver  of  the  mortgagees,  it  is  erroneous  to 

direct  him  to  pay  the  costs,  charges  and  expenses  of  The  Trustees 

carrying  on  the  business,  he  having  no  authority  to   Birkenhead 

conduct  it;  and  that,  if  the  Receiver  be  the  Receiver  of       Docks. 

the  trustees,  then  he  is  only  to  do  what  they  have  to 

do,  and  the  possession  is  not  altered,  and  the  rights  of 

all  parties  are  unaffected  by  the  change. 

The  case  of  Russell  v.  East  Anglian  Railway  Com- 
pany (a)  is  referred  to,  on  both  sides,  on  the  subject 

Upon  carefully  reviewing  and  considering  the  pro- 
visions of  the  first  act,  on  the  construction  of  which  this 
question  mainly  depends,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the 
general  creditors  have  no  priority  over  the  mortgagees 
on  the  rates  and  tolls  of  the  undertaking,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  that  their  rights  upon  them,  such  as  they  are, 
are  subordinate  to  the  rights  of  the  mortgagees.  It 
cannot,  I  think,  be  put  more  favorably  for  the  Peti- 
tioner than  by  assuming,  which  I  do  for  the  purpose  of 
considering  this  part  of  the  case,  that  the  judgment 
creditor,  at  the  time  when  the  first  act  passed,  could 
have  taken  the  rates  and  tolls  in  execution  to  satisfy 
his  judgment.  On  that  supposition,  I  think  it  material 
to  consider  how  the  matter  would  stand  in  the  case  of 
an  owner  of  land,  a  mortgagee,  and  a  judgment  cre- 
ditor. In  that  event,  the  question  coitld  not  be  argued. 
It  is  clear  that  the  mortgagee  who  had  obtained  his 
mortgage  before  the  judgment  would  have  priority  over 
the  judgment  creditor.  The  judgment  creditor  could 
take,  as  against  the  owner  of  the  land  (who  would  be 
both  the  mortgagor  and  the  judgment  debtor),  only 
that  which  formed  part  of  the  property  of  the  judgment 
debtor  at  the  date  of  the  judgment,  and  as  such  could 

take 
(a)  3  Mac.  i  Gor.  104. 
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Ames 


1855.       take  all  his  interest  in  the  land,  but  his  interest  in  the 

land  is  only  an  eqaity  of  redemption,  sobject  to  the 

payment  of  the  mortgage.    To  use  the  words  of  Sir 

The  'TmiMt  Jamn  Wigram^  in  WhitwortK  v.  Craugain  (a),  which  is 

BisKEMHBAo  applicable  to  this  part  of  the  case,  **  A  creditor  under 

Docks.       2  judgment  takes  in  execution  all  that  belongs  to  his 

debtor,  and  nothing  noore.     He  stands  in  the  place  of 

his  debtor.     He  only  takes  the  property  of  his  debtor, 

subject  to  every  liability  under  which  the  debtor  himself 

held  it.** 

I  apply  this  doctrine  to  the  present  case.  Under  the 
statute,  two  classes  of  property  may  be  mortgaged,  viz., 
property  vested  in  the  commissioners  by  virtue  of  the 
act,  and  the  rates  and  tolls.  Suppose  the  commissioners 
had  purchased  land,  under  the  powers  given  to  them 
for  that  purpose  by  the  act,  and  had  mortgaged  it  under 
the  like  powers,  and  a  judgment  debt  had  then  been 
entered  up  against  them,  the  principle,  so  enunciated 
by  Sir  James  Wtgram  would  clearly  apply,  and  the 
judgment  creditor  could  only  take  so  much  of  the  land 
as  might  not  be  required  to  satisfy  the  mortgage.  On 
what  ground  can  it  be  reasonably  contended,  that  the 
same  principle  does  not  apply  to  a  mortgage  of  tolls  ? 
Suppose  the  case  of  a  mortgage  of  tolls  of  a  market  or 
ferry,  would  the  case  be  varied  ?  certainly  not,  in  the 
case  of  a  private  person. 

There  is,  no  doubt,  this  difference, — that  the  tolls, 
being  incorporeal  hereditaments,  it  would  be  necessary 
to  enter,  to  prevent  the  mor^agor  or  the  judgment 
debtor  from  receiving  them,  and  consequently  the  judg- 
ment creditor  might,  if  the  mortgagee  were  not  in  pos- 
session under  his  execution,  take  the  tolls  then  due,  and 

those 

(a)  3  Hart,  p.  125. 
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those  which  subsequently  accrued  due;  but,  as  soon  as 
the  mortgagee  thought  fit  to  take  possession,  the  judg- 
ment creditor  would  be  dispossessed,  and  could  not 
take  the  subsequent  tolls.     If  authority  were  required   The  Trasteet 
for  this  proposition,  it  would  be  found  in  the  case  of  Birkenhead 
Potts  V.  The  Warwick  and  Birmingham  C^nal  Naviga-       ^"^^ 
tion  Company  (a),  which  is  strictly  applicable  to  this 
case. 

This  would  be  the  law  independently  of  the  particular 
provisions  of  this  act.  The  priorities  therefore  must  be 
the  same  with  respect  to  property  mortgaged  under  this 
act,  unless  altered  by  some  specific  enactment  to  be 
found  in  the  statutes. 

In  reading  through  these  statutes,  for  this  purpose,  I 
find  no  words  which  give  the  general  creditors  a  priority. 
I  find  a  power  given  to  the  commissioners  to  make 
mortgages,  and  to  enter  into  contracts.  I  find  that 
these  mortgages  may  be  made  of  rates  and  tolls,  and 
of  the  property  of  the  undertaking,  and  that  the  general 
creditors  who  obtain  judgments  are  enabled  to  take  the 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  commissioners,  but  that  the 
commissioners  are  not  themselves  to  be  personally  liable, 
except  in  certain  specified  cases.  In  all  other  respects, 
the  rights  of  all  other  persons  are  left  untouched,  and 
they  remain  affected  only  by  the  general  law  applicable 
to  such  cases.  By  virtue  of  that  law,  no  such  priority 
exists  in  the  general  creditors.  The  23rd  section  neither 
gives  it  in  words  nor  in  spirit.  That  section  appears  to 
me  to  have  been  framed  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  the 
effect  of  the  21st  section,  which  provides  for  the  absence 
of  personal  liability  on  the  part  of  the  commissioners, 
and^  at  the  same  time,  gives  effect  to  the  rights  of  judg- 
ment 
(«)  KMjf,  H2. 
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1855.  roent  creditors  against  the  property  held  by  the  com- 

""^^y^*^  missioners  in  their  character,  as  such.    This  clause  was 

^^^  rendered  necessary,  because,  as  the  commissioners  were 

The  TnistMs  exempted  from  personal  liability,  and  were  not  a  cor- 

BiRKBVHBAD  poratiou,  execution  could  not  issue  i^inst  their  goods 

^^o^**  without  a  special  enactment. 

The  subsequent  act,  which  constitutes  the  trustees  a 
corporation,  makes  surplusage  of  this  clause,  which 
applies  only  to  actions  against  the  commissioners,  and 
which  actions  can  no  longer  be  brought.  The  227th 
section,  which  provides  that  the  moneys  received  by 
the  commissioners  shall  be  applied  in  payment  of  the 
expenses,  has  reference  solely  to  moneys  received  by 
them,  and  it  gives  the  general  creditor  no  right  against 
persons  owing  money  to  the  commissioners,  or  upon 
moneys  which  have  not,  in  fact,  been  received  by  them, 
although,  as  soon  as  they  were  received,  the  rights  of 
the  judgment  creditors  upon  them  would  have  arisen. 
With  regard,  therefore,  to  mortgages  made  by  virtue  of 
the  authority  contained  in  these  statutes,  the  general 
law,  in  my  opinion,  gives  the  mortgagees  priority  over 
other  creditors,  unless  controlled  by  distinct  enactment, 
and  I  find  no  such  enactment. 

I  look,  then,  to  the  policy  and  general  scope  of  the 
statutes,  and  I  find  here  strong  reasons  for  confirming 
the  view  I  have  expressed  concerning  the  particular 
clauses  referred  to.  In  the  first  place,  the  undertaking 
itself,  the  subject  matter  which  is  to  create  these  rates 
and  tolls,  is  to  be  constructed  with  the  money  to  be 
obtained  from  the  mortgagees,  persons  who  are  not 
shareholders,  participating  in  the  general  profits  of 
the  concern^  and  therefore  wholly  distinct  from  the 
subscribers  of  a  joint'^tock  company,  who  carry  on 
the  business,  and  are,  in  truth,  the  real  debtors,  when 
a  judgment  is  recovered  against  the  company.     It  seems 

reasonable, 
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reasonable,  that  persons  so  situated  should  have  a  prior 

charge  on  the  thing  produced  by  their  advances,  and 

accordingly,  the  legislature,  with  this  view,  has  omitted 

to  give  the  mortgagee  any  practical  remedies  to  enable   The  Trustees ' 

him  to  obtain  payment  of  his  money,  but  has  left  him    Birkenhead 

to  the  usual  remedies  provided  by  the  law,  which  are        Docks. 

generally  applicable  to  mortgages. 

If  this  were  not  so,  and  the  construction  contended 
for  by  the  Plaintiff  were  to  prevail,  the  result  would  be, 
that  under  pretence  of  giving  the  persons  advancing  their 
money  a  mortgage,  the  legislature  would,  in  reality, 
have  given  them  nothing ;  they  would  have  been  in  a 
far  better  situation  if  they  had  advanced  their  money 
on  no  security  at  all,  and  had  then  obtained  judgment 
against  the  commissioners.  It  is  obvious  that,  on  such 
terms,  the  docks  never  could  have  been  begun,  for  no 
one  would  have  advanced  his  money  on  such  a  security. 
If  any  persons  could  have  been  induced  so  to  do,  it 
would  have  enabled  the  commissioners,  by  confessing 
judgment  for  debts  incurred,  at  any  time,  to  have  de* 
stroyed  the  interest  of  the  persons  to  whose  moneys 
the  undertaking  owed  its  existence.  And  this  result 
might  have  been  produced,  although  the  goods  and 
chattels  of  the  commissioners,  **  virtute  officii,'*  were 
amply  sufficient  to  pay  the  general  creditors  who  had 
obtained  judgment,  but  which  goods  and  chattels,  not 
being  included  in  his  security,  could  not  be  touched  by 
the  mortgagee ;  so  that  the  judgment  creditor  might 
take  the  tolls  in  priority  to  the  mortgagee,  and  sweep 
away  the  only  property  available  to  pay  his  debts  or 
the  interest  due  upon  it.  To  say,  **  that  such  an  event 
could  not  occur,  except  by  a  fraudulent  collusion  be- 
tween the  commissioners  and  the  judgment  creditors, 
not  to  be  contemplated  by  the  legislature,"  is  no  answer 
to   this  argument,  which,  on  the  general   scope  and 

policy 
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1855.  policy  of  the  act,  seems  to  me  to  contemplate  a  state 
of  things,  by  which  the  possibility  of  sach  aa  eveot  is 
precluded. 

On  the  first  act  alone,  assomiog  that,  aceordiog  to 
the  state  of  the  law  as  it  stood  at  the  paasing  of  it, 
these  rates  and  tolls  could  have  been  taken  \n  execution 
by  the  judgment  creditors,  my  opinion  is,  that  the  mort- 
gagees of  these  tolls  have  priority  over  the  general 
creditors,  as  also  over  a  judgment  creditor,  before 
execution. 

But  this  view  of  the  case  is  much  strengthened  by 
considering  that  the  first  act,  standing  alone,  must  be 
construed  with  reference  to  the  law  as  it  then  stood,  and 
that,  by  the  law  then  in  force,  these  rates  and  tolls  could 
not  have  been  taken  in  execution  to  satisfy  a  judgment 
creditor.  If  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act  of  1854 
had  not  passed,  this  question  could  not  have  arisen.  It 
is,  therefore,  certain  that,  when  the  first  act  was  framed, 
the  legislature  considered,  that  the  judgment  creditor 
had  not,  and  could  not  obtain,  any  right  to  or  interest 
in  the  rates  or  tolls  unreceived  by  the  commissioners. 
The  legislature,  therefore,  must  have  contemplated,  not 
that  the  mortgagees  bad  a  priority  over  unreceived  rates 
and  tolls,  but  that  no  other  person  had  any  right  or 
interest  in  them  except  subject  to  their  mortgages. 

The  legislature  might,  no  doubt,  by  a  subsequent  act, . 
have  given  the  judgment  creditor  a  priority  over  the 
mortgagee  of  rates  and  tolls,  bat  ''The  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act,  1864,"  does  nothing  of  this  kind; 
it  simply  gives  execution  on  a  species  of  property  not 
before  Uable  to  it  It  nowhere  alters  the  construction 
of  any  previous  act  as  to  the  priority  of  charges  upon 
the  property  then  for  the  first  time  made  available  to 

pay 
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pay  the  judgment  debt.   If  I  allowed  this  claiiDi  I  should        18.S5. 

be  holding,  that  a  general  act,  of  a  remedial  nature, 

must  be  held  to  invert  the  existing  order  of  priority  of 

charges  on  property,  and  to  alter  the  construction  of  a   The  Trustees 

statute  passed  several  years  before.  Birkekbbad 

Docks. 

The  view  I  have  expressed  of  the  construction  of  this 
statute  is  s^till  further  confirmed  by  the  statute  of  16  &  17 
Viet,  c.  clxv,  the  last  of  the  acts  relating  to  the  docks,  in 
the  preamble  of  which,  the  order  of  the  charges  and  lia- 
bilities of  the  trustees  is  set  forth,  in  which  the  general 
creditors  are  put  in  the  sixth  place.  It  is  doubtless  true, 
that  this  preamble  is  inoperative  as  an  enactment,  and 
that  it  cannot  alter  the  construction  or  control  the 
operation  of  the  first  act,  but  it  points  out  the  view 
which  the  legislature  took  of  the  situation  of  these  per- 
sons under  the  prior  statutes. 

Again,  it  is  clear  also,  that,  if  the  Petitioner  were  to 
succeed,  he  would  gain  an  advantage  for  which  he 
never  contracted.  When  he  sold  the  barges  and  be- 
came a  creditor,  he  dealt  with  a  corporation,  and  had 
the  ordinary  remedies  which  a  simple  contract  creditor 
had  against  a  corporation.  At  that  time,  the  rates  and 
tolls  were  not  liable  to  be  taken  in  execution,  and  he 
must  be  taken  to  have  been  cognizant  of  the  law  in 
force  at  that  time;  he  therefore  has  no  just  ground 
for  complaint,  if  he  finds  that  the  Common  Law  Pro- 
.  cedure  Act  only  leaves  him  exactly  in  the  same  situation 
as  that  in  which  he  was  placed  before  that  act  passed. 

Although  the  success  of  the  Petitioner  would  be  very 
beneficial  to  himself,  nothing  could  be  more  injurious  to 
aU  persons  conoerned  in  the  undertaking,  including  the 
other  general  creditors  themselves,  (with  the  exception 
of  possibly  one  or  two  other  judgment  creditors  who 

might 
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might  first  get  execution,)  than  that  this  constraction 
shoald  prevail.  If  the  mortgagees  took  possession,  it  is 
to  be  inferred,  either  that  some  arrangement  would  be 
The  Traiteet  made,  by  which  the  continuance  of  the  undertaking 
Birkenhead  would  be  provided  for,  or,  if  a  Receiver  were  appointed, 
^^^  that  the  Court  would  take  care  to  effect  that  object ; 
but,  if  a  judgment  creditor  could  intercept  the  tolls  in 
full,  without  paying  for  the  necessary  expenses,  it  is 
obvious  that,  in  a  very  short  space  of  time,  the  whole 
business  of  the  undertaking  must  be  stopped.  The 
judgment  creditor  who  had  obtained  execution  would 
have  no  interest  in  preventing  this  result,  the  payment 
of  his  debt  being  the  only  thing  he  looks  to,  and  which 
would  be  effected  out  of  the  tolls  then  due*  Accord- 
ingly, the  Petitioner  claims  payment  of  the  gross  amount 
of  the  rates  and  tolls,  and  does  not  propose,  (as  indeed 
he  could  not,)  to  do  any  thing  towards  the  future  carry- 
ing on  of  the  undertaking. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  mortgagees  have 
priority  over  the  general  creditor,  even  although  his 
debt  is  secured  by  a  judgment ;  and  although,  if  the 
mortgagee  were  not  in  possession,  the  judgment  creditor 
might  take  the  tolls  in  execution,  under  the  Common 
Law  Procedure  Act,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  mort- 
gagees, by  taking  possession,  might  stop  all  further 
execution  for  such  purposes. 

I  have  hitherto  considered  this  case  without  reference 
to  the  order  of  the  8th  of  February,  1855,  appointing  a 
Receiver,  on  which  it  remains  for  me  to  make  some  ob- 
servations, with  reference  to  this  case. 

That  order  was  either  made  by  consent  or  was  un- 
opposed. It  appointed  the  chairman  of  the  trustees ''  to 
be  the  Receiver  of  the  rates  and  tolls  and  of  the  rents 
of  the  property  of  the  corporation,  without  salary  and 

without 
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ivithout  giving  secarity,  and  it  directed  him  to  pay,  half-        1836. 
yearly,  into   Court  such  balances,   if  any,  as    might      ^-^^"^^ 
remain  in  his  hands,  after  payment  of  the  expenses  of  ^^ 

carrying  on  the  business,  and  the  interest  then  due,  TheTruateei 
and  to  become  due  on  the  mortgages.  And  the  Re-  Birkbnhbao 
ceiver  was  not  to  account  otherwise,  until  the  further  ^^^ 
order  of  the  Court,"  that  is,  he  was  not  to  pass  his 
account  annually  or  at  all  in  the  manner  usual  for 
Receivers,  unless  called  upon  so  to  do.  It  is  suggested 
on  the  part  of  the  Petitioner,  that  this  is  no  Receiver  at 
all,  but  merely  a  mode  of  continuing  the  possession  in 
the  corporation,  in  such  a  manner  as  may  enable  it  to 
defeat  judgment  creditors.  And  it  is  argued,  that 
whether  it  be  so  or  not,  it  is  of  no  avail  against  the 
Petitioner,  for  that  the  order  is  either  vicious  or  fruitless ; 
that  either  the  trustees  are  dispossessed,  in  which  case 
every  thing  done  to  carry  on  the  concern  is  illegal,  inas- 
much as  the  mortgagees  and  their  Receiver  have  no 
power,  by  statute,  of  conducting  the  business  of  the 
undertaking ;  or  that  the  trustees  are  not  dispossessed, 
and  that  then  this  is  money  received  by  them  for  the 
general  purposes  of  the  concern,  and  applicable,  in  the 
first  instance,  to  pay  the  general  creditors,  including 
the  Petitioner;  and  that,  if  it  were  not,  still  il  is  part  of 
the  property  of  the  corporation  liable  to  be  taken  in 
execution.  The  case  of  Russell  v.  £!a8t  Anglian  Rail- 
way Company  (a)  is  much  relied  upon  for  the  purpose 
of  shewing  the  defect  in  this  order. 

The  fact  that  the  order  was  obtained  without  discus- 
sion does  not,  in  my  opinion,  vary  the  right  of  the 
parties.  I  also  think  that  the  case  of  Russell  v.  East 
Anglian  Railway  Company  (a),  does  not  support  the 
argument  for  the  invalidity  of  this  order.  In  that  case, 
the  order  was  too  extensive,  and  it  included  the  moving 

capital 
(a)  3  Mae.  4-  Gor.  104. 
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1856.  capital  of  the  company,  and  the  general  goods  and 
effects  of  the  railway.  Accordingly,  Lord  Truro  held, 
that  the  property  so  taken  by  the  Receiver  was  impro- 
The  Tnutaci  perly  incloded  in  the  order,  and  that  the  order  most  be 
BiBKBHBBAD  varicd,  and  that  the  excepted  property  was  liable  to  be 
^^^'^^  seized  by  the  Sheriff*.  In  this  case,  the  order  appoints 
a  Receiver  to  take  nothing  bat  the  rates  and  tolls  and 
rents,  and  it  is  in  conformity  with  the  order  prononnced 
by  Vice-chancellor  Wood,  in  the  case  of  Potis  ▼.  The 
Warwicit  and  Birmingham  Canal  Navigation  Com- 
pany (a).  This  distinction  was  pointed  out  and  relied 
upon  in  the  case  of  Fripp  y.  Chard  Railway  Com- 
pany (fi) ;  it  is,  in  my  opinion,  a  material  one,  nor  do 
the  grounds  on  which  Lord  Druro  proceeded  in  RrnuU 
V.  East  Anglian  Railway  Company  exist  in  the  present 
case. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  order  for  the 
Receiver  is  a  valid  order,  so  far  as  it  constitutes  the 
chairman  an  officer  of  this  Court,  and  renders  him 
amenable  to  the  jurisdiction,  practice  and  process  of 
this  Court  in  the  matter  of  Receivers.  I  am  of  opinion 
that  he  is  the  Receiver  of  the  mortgagees,  and  that  he 
has,  under  the  order  of  this  Court,  removed  the  trustees 
from  the  possession  and  receipt  of  the  rates,  tolls  and 
rents. 

I  dissent  from  the  argument  which  suggests,  that  in 
that  event,  the  powers  of  the  act  vested  in  the  trustees 
are  superseded,  and  that  it  has  thereby  become  impos- 
sible, so  long  as  this  continues,  for  the  undertaking  to 
be  lawfully  carried  on.  What  the  Receiver  takes  are 
the  rates,  tolls  and  rents.  Out  of  the  moneys  so  re- 
ceived by  him,  he  pays  the  expenses  of  the  undertaking 
and  the  interest  of  the  mortgagees,  and  the  balance  into 

Court, 
(a)  Kay,  142.  (6)  22  L.  J.  {N.  S.)  Ch.  1084. 
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Court.    The  undertaking  continues  to  be  managed  by        1855. 
the  trustees;  they  enter  into  contracts;   they  engage       '^-^/-'^ 
and  dismiss  workmen  and  servants ;  they  do  all  the  ^^  * 

other  matters  which  are  entrusted  to  them  by  these  sta-  The  Trustees 
ttites.  The  expenses  they  incur  in  so  doing  are  paid  by  Birkenhead 
the  Receiveri  who,  in  that  character,  has  nothing  to  do  J>ock8. 
with  the  management  He  simply  pays  the  bills  and 
moneys  which  the  trustees  require  him  to  do,  subject  to 
account  hereafter,  if  anything  improper  should  take  place 
in  relation  to  such  payment.  He  then  pays  the  interest 
due  to  the  mortgagees,  and  he  pays  the  balance  into 
Court,  all  of  it  subject  to  an  account  when  required. 
So  far  from  there  being,  in  such  a  course  of  proceeding, 
anything  which  exceeds  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court 
or  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  it  appears  to  me  to  be 
in  strict  accordance  with  them,  and  that,  having  regard 
to  the  scope  and  policy  of  these  acts,  this  Court  would 
not  have  sanctioned  the  appointment  of  a  Receiver, 
which  had  not,  as  far  as  possible,  provided  for  the 
future  working  and  continuance  of  the  undertaking 
established  by  the  legislature.  If  no  such  a  power  of 
taking  possession  existed,  the  mortgage  would  be  a 
worthless  security,  and  the  mortgagee  would  be  at  the 
mercy  of  the  mortgagor,  who,  in  that  case,  might  say 
to  him,  "  if  you  attempt  to  enforce  your  mortgage,  you 
destroy  the  property  mortgaged."  But  such  is  not,  in 
my  opinion,  the  construction  of  the  statute  or  the  ope- 
ration of  the  general  law  upon  the  provisions  contained 
in  it;  and  my  view  in  this  respect  is  confirmed  by  the 
case  of  Potts  ▼.  The  Warwick  and  Birmingham  Canal 
Navigation  Company  (a),  to  which  I  have  already  more 
than  once  referred.  In  truth,  that  case  is  strictly  ap- 
plicable to  the  present,  in  all  respects,  except  that  the 
judgment  in  that  case  had  been  obtained  subsequently 

to 
(a)  Kay,  142. 


Docki. 
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1855.  to  the  appointmeDt  of  a  Receiver,  while  in  the  present, 
the  judgment  had  been  obtained  previously.  In  my 
opinion,  this  does  not  vary  the  rights ;  and  even  if  ex- 
The  J|^*<«»  ecution  had  issued  previously  to  the  appointment  of  a 
BiRKBNHBiko  Receiver,  although  the  judgment  creditor  might  have 
taken  the  rates  and  tolls  then  due,  which  had  been  pre- 
viously attached  by  him  in  the  hands  of  the  garnishees, 
he  would  have  been  liable  to  be  stopped,  at  any  time, 
by  the  mortgagee  entering  into  possession,  by  his  Re- 
ceiver, of  the  rates  and  tolls  thereafter  to  become  due. 

On  the  petition,  therefore,  in  my  opinion,  the  case 
raised  wholly  fails,  and  this  petition  must  be  dismissed 
and  the  costs  must  follow  the  result. 

I  have  next  to  consider  in  what  manner  the  motion  is 
to  be  dealt  with.  As  the  petition  fails,  it  is  needless  to 
say  that,  upon  the  motion  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the 
Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  such  an  order  as  will  prevent 
the  Petitioner  from  interfering  with  or  molesting  the 
Receiver  in  the  receipt  of  the  rates  and  tolls  and  rents  of 
the  undertaking.  But  I  have  been  compelled  to  look 
through  the  affidavits  for  the  purpose  of  considering  the 
question  of  costs.  On  the  part  of  the  Petitioner,  it  is 
contended,  that  the  motion  was,  in  fact,  useless,  and 
that  it  was  only  intended  on  both  sides  to  present,  for 
the  determination  of  the  Court  and  in  the  most  con- 
venient form,  the  question  raised  by  the  petition,  and 
that  the  Petitioner  never  intended  actually  to  interfere 
with  the  possession  of  the  Receiver,  however  wrongful 
that  possession  might  be,  and  however  wrong  the  order 
might  be  by  which  he  was  appointed.  On  the  part  of 
the  Plaintiffs  this  is  controverted,  and  they  assert,  that 
it  was  absolutely  necessary  to  make  this  motion,  and 
that,  without  it,  the  interests  of  the  mortgagees,  and 
indeed  the  undertaking  itself,  would  have  been  destroyed, 
or  at  least  very  seriously  prejudiced. 

There 
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There  is  no  question  but  that  this  Court  will  not  per-        1355. 
mit  a  Receiver,  appointed  by  its  authority,  and  who  is      ^-^^^^^^ 
therefore  its  officer,  to  be  interfered  with  or  dispossessed  |^" 

of  the  property  he  is  directed  to  receive,  by  any  one.  The  Tnisteei 
although  the  order  appointing  him  may  be  perfectly  Birkenhead 
erroneous;  this  Court  requires  and  insists,  that  applica-  Docks, 
tion  should  be  made  to  the  Court,  for  permission  to  take 
possession  of  any  property  of  which  the  Receiver  either 
has  taken  or  is  directed  to  take  possession,  and  it  is  an 
idle  distinction  (which  could  not  be  maintained  if  it  were 
attempted,  which  it  is  not  by  Counsel  at  the  bar  although 
suggested  by  the  affidavits),  that  this  rule  only  applies 
to  property  actually  in  the  hands  of  the  Receiver.  If  a 
Receiver  be  appointed  to  receive  debts,  rents,  or  tolls, 
the  rule  applies  equally  to  all  these  cases,  and  no  person 
will  be  permitted,  without  the  sanction  or  authority  of 
the  Court,  to  intercept  or  prevent  payment  to  the  Re- 
ceiver of  the  debts,  rents,  or  the  tolls,  which  he  has  not 
actually  received  but  which  he  has  been  appointed  to  re- 
ceive. This,  in  substance,  is  not  disputed  on  behalf  of 
the  Petitioner,  but  the  contest  is,  as  I  have  already 
stated,  whether  the  acts  of  the  Petitioner,  or  rather 
those  of  his  solicitor  and  accents,  were  such  as  made  this 
motion  necessary,  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the  pro- 
perty to  be  received,  and  of  preventing  an  interference 
with  the  orders  of  the  Court.  For  this  purpose,  it  is 
necessary  to  refer  to  the  dates  of  the  several  proceed-  * 
ings,  which  lie  within  a  very  narrow  compass. 

On  the  28th  of  January,  1865,  the  Petitioner  obtained 
a  judgment  against  the  trustees  for  600Z.  On  the  2nd 
of  February f  Mr.  Baron  Alderson  made  an  order  nisi 
on  fifteen  garnishees  to  shew  cause  why  the  tolls  due 
from  them  to  the  trustees  should  not  be  attached  to  pay 
the  debt  of  the  Petitioner.  These  orders  were  served 
on  five  of  the  garnishees  on  the  3rd,  4th  and  6th  of 

VOL.  XX.  A  A  February, 
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1856.  February.     Up  to  this  time,  the  conduct  of  the  Peti- 

'"^^'^■^^  tioner  and  his  solicitor  and  agent  was  peffectly  regular 

^"  and  proper,  and  if  no  subsequent  step  had  been  taken 

The  Trustees  by  the  Plaintiffs,  the  Petitioner  would  properly  have 

of  the  r     r      ^ 

Birkenhead  received  payment  of  the  tolls  doe  from  these  garnishees. 


Docks. 


On  the  8th  of  February ^  the  order  was  made  appoint- 
ing Mr.  Powles  Receiver  of  the  tolls.  Notice  of  this 
order  was  given,  by  letter,  on  the  same  day,  to  Mr. 
WaUon^  the  solicitor  of  the  Petitioner,  and  was  received 
by  him  on  the  9th  of  February. 

[After  going  through  the  subsequent  circumstances  his 
Honor  proceeded  as  follows : — ] 

It  is  also  to  be  observed,  that  during  the  whole  of  this 
time,  the  injury  necessarily  occasioned  to  the  traflSc  and 
use  of  the  docks,  which  might  make  the  garnishees 
liable  either  to  an  execution  or  to  double  payment  of 
the  tolls,  was  constantly  going  on,  by  the  service  of 
these  orders  on  them.  I  cannot  but  surmise  the  great 
probability,  that  if  this  notice  of  motion  had  not  been 
given,  the  Petitioner  would,  have  obtained  from  the 
garnishees,  through  fear  of  an  execution,  the  money  to 
which,  according  to  the  opinion  I  have  expressed,  the 
mortgagees  had  the  first  claim,  and  I  am  of  opinion^ 
therefore,  that  this  motion  was  proper  and  necessary  to 
protect  the  interest  of  the  Plaintiffs,  and  to  preserve  the 
undertaking  itself  from  injury. 

The  result  is,  that  in  my  opinion,  an  order  must  be 
made  on  the  motion,  enjoining  the  Petitioner,  his  soli- 
citor and  agents,  from  interfering  with  the  functions  of 
the  Receiver,  or  intercepting  the  payment  of  any  rates 
or  tolls  now  due  or  hereafter  to  become  due  during 
such  Receivership,  and  that  the  Petitioner  must  pay  the 
costs  of  the  motion. 
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COLLINSON  V.  LISTER. 

Apnl  19. 
rr^HE  cause  became  abated  between  the  hearing  and  An  abatement 

^    the  delivery  by  the  Court  of  ite  judgment.  fiJoTJS^ 

vent  judgment 
being  deliTered 
Mr.  J.  F.  Prior  suggested,  that  the  decree  could  not,  <»>l>e  decree 

under  such  circumstances,  be  drawn  up,  it  having  been  up^^ 
made  pending  the  abatement. 


The  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  satisfied  that  this  presents  no  difficulty.    The 
point  is  settled  by  the  case  of  Cumber  v.  Ware  (a). 

(a)  1  Strange,  426. 


Note— See  tknies  v.  Davies,  9  Fet.  461 ;  Belikam  t.  PereifMil. 
8  Hart,  157 ;  2  C.  P.  Cooper,  176;  and  15  &  16  Vkt.  c.  76, 1. 189. 
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Feb.  14, 15.  COLLINSON  V.  LISTER. 

JprU}9. 
An  ezecntor     fT^HIS,  ID  form,  was  a  suit  to  administer  the  estate  of 

cannot  carry         I      ■.,         n-        \    rr 

on  the  trade  of  Mrs.  Hannah  HardUty  ;  but  a  question  of  con- 

Mccm^forithe   ®'^®™'^'®  difficulty  was  raised   between  the  Plaintiffs 

porpoeeof  *  '*  '  •  ..      —    -   ^.  -  ^ 

winding  it  up, 

but  be  may, 

and  in  tome 

caiet  is  boand, 

to  complete 

contracti 

entered  into 


(her  residuary  legatees)  and  the  York  City  and  County 
Bankf  with  respect  to  the  proceeds  of  a  ship  realized  by 
the  bank,  on  which  the  testatrix  had  a  lien.  The 
Plaintiffs  contended  that  these  proceeds  formed  speci- 
fically a  part  of  the  testatrix's  assets,  and  that  they 

by  bis  tesutor.  ought  to  be  applied  accordingly. 
Wben  part 

The  facts  were  contested,  but  the  Court  considered 
them  as  established,  by  the  evidence,  to  be  as  follows  : — 


ofthetesUtor's 
property  ii 
invested  on 
mortgage,  tbe 
executor  if 
justified  in 
making  sucb 
further  ad- 


On  the  26th  of  March,  ISfiO,  the  testatrix  advanced 
a  sum  of  1,500/.  to  a  person  named  Fletcher,  on  the 


Mrs.  Hardisty  to  permit  the  engines  to  be  removed 
from  the  '^  Toward  Castle**  to  another  ship  called  the 
*'  Engineer**  on  the  terms  of  her  having  a  mortgage  of  the 
"Engineer**  and  of  a  third  vessel,  which  being  already 

mortgaged 


vances  as  may  security  of  a  steam  vessel  called  the  *'  Toward  Castle.** 

be  aMolutely  ''  •      #.  ^ 

necessary  to      In  the  month  of  October  following,  Fletcher  applied  to 

secure  the 

first  advance, 

Mimble,     It 

would  be 

dangerous  to 

lay  down  any 

rule  which 

would  prevent 

the  executor 

from  exercising  a  bond  fidt  discretion  in  sucb  case,  or  even  charge  him  with  a  deta»- 

tavit  in  case  the  result  should  disappoint  bis  expectations.     In  case  of  loss,  however, 

the  ORtrf  lies  on  him  of  shewing  that  he  exercised  due  caution. 

A  contract  requires  two  parties  to  it,  and  a  man  in  one  character  can,  with  difli- 
culty,  contract  with  himself  in  another  character.* 

A  testatrix  had  advanced  money  on  mortgage  of  a  ship.  At  her  death,  it  was 
under  repair,  and  the  shipbuilders  refusing  to  part  with  it  until  payment,  tbe  executSr, 
without  due  consideration,  borrowed  money  and  paid  off  the  Hen.  He  afterwards 
mortgaged  tbe  ship  to  secure  the  loan  he  bad  contracted.  The  ship  produced  less 
than  the  sub-mortgage.  Held,  that  the  executor's  negligence  incapacitated  him  from 
charnng  tbe  estate  with  the  advances,  and  that  his  mortgagee,  having  notice,  was  not 
in  a  netter  condition. 
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tnortgaged  proved  valueless.  Mrs.  HardUty  consented  1855. 
to  this  transfer,  and  on  the  30th  of  October^  1850, 
Fletcher  executed  a  deed  of  that  date,  by  which,  in 
consideration  of  the  transfer  of  these  engines,  he  cove-  Liitbr. 
nanted  to  assign  the  **  Engineer^''  9l^  soon  as  the  transfer 
of  the  machinery  and  other  repairs  of  that  vessel  he 
then  contemplated,  were  completed,  so  that  the  registry 
of  the  vessel  and  of  the  mortage  might  be  effected. 

The  Defendant  Lister  acted  as  the  friend  a^id  adviser 
of  Mrs.  Hardisty  in  these  transactions. 

The  testatrix  died  on  the  24th  of  December,  1850, 
having  by  her  will  appointed  the  Defendant  Lister  her 
sole  executor,  and  made  the  Plaintiffs,  her  sisters,  her 
residuary  legatCjes.  Lister  proved  the  will,  and  acted 
in  the  execution  of  the  trusts  of  it.  He  took  possession 
of  the  testatrix's  property,  which,  beyond  the  interest 
she  had  in  Fletcher's  vessels,  he  represented  to  amount 
to  1,0702.,  and  he  stated  that  this  was  insufficient  to  pay 
her  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses. 

At  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  Lister  was  the  agent 
and  manager  of  the  Goole  branch  of  the  Yorh  City 
and  County  Banh,  and  in  that  character  had  a  command 
over  the  funds  of  the  bank,  and  had  power  to  advance 
them  to  the  customers  of  the  bank,  on  such  terms  as  he 
thought  fit. 

The  £anh  Quay  Foundry  Company  had,  during  the 
life  of  the  testatrix,  been  employed  by  Fletcher  to 
transfer  the  engines  from  the  '^  Toward  Castle'^  to  the 
*^  Engineer,*'  and  to  make  the  other  repairs  which  were 
required,  and  on  account  of  which,  he  paid  the  company 
a  sum  of  443/.  In  March,  1851,  the  company  refused 
to  proceed  further  with  the  repairs,  unless  a  further  sum 
of  300/.  was  paid  to  them.     Fletcher,  being  unable  to 

pay 
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1865.  pay  this  money,  applied  to  the  Defendant  Lister  to 
make  him  the  advance,  which  he  did,  in  the  following 
manner,  as  described  by  himself  in  bis  answers: — 
**  The  said  snm  of  3002.  was  procured  by  me,  by  a 
cheque,  drawn  by  me,  on  account  of  Mrs.  Hardistjft 
on  the  said  Banking  Company  for  the  sum  of  300L, 
and  the  same  is  debited  in  the  books  of  the  said 
Banking  G>mpany,  to  Mrs.  HardisiyU  executors." 
Fletcher  having  afterwards  required  a  further  advance 
for  the  same  purpose,  it  was  made  by  LUter,  who 
in  his  answer  gave  the  following  account  of  it: — 
**  It  was  then  expected  that  the  sum  of  700/.,  in  ad- 
dition to  the  sum  of  300/.,  would  be  sufficient  to 
complete  the  ship,  and  I  proposed  also  to  advance 
the  sum  of  700/.  to  Thomas  FleUher^  and  wrote  and 
sent  to  Mr.  England^  (who  acted  as  my  solicitor 
in  the  said  transaction,)  a  letter,  dated  the  1 5th  day 
of  March f  1851,  in  the  words  and  figures  following, 
that  is  to  say : — '  It  is  now  decided  that  I,  as  Mrs. 
HaTdi$t}f$  executor,  shall  advance  another  1,000/.  to 
Mr.  Thomas  Fletcher^  and  take  a  mortgage  on  the 
*  Engineer'  for  2,600/.  I  think  it  probable  that  the 
family  will  relieve  me  of  it,  rather  than  allow  oie  to 
sell,  which  of  course  I  must  do,  in  the  long  run,  to  wind 
up  her  affairs.  So  that  you  will  be  good  enough  to 
prepare  a  mortgage  to  me  for  2,600/.  The  ship  is  to 
be  ready  in  about  a  fortnight.  In  the  meantime,  Mr. 
Fletcher  wants  money  to  pay  on  account;  will  it  be 
sufficient  to  take  a  memorandum,  or  ought  I  not  to 
have  a  promissory  note  ?  He  may  be  knocked  on  the 
head.    A  line  by  return  will  oblige.' " 

The  repairs  of  the  vessel  were  completed  in  Aprilf 
1863,  when  the  Foundry  Company,  in  addition  to  the 
sum  already  paid,  claimed  a  lien  on  it  for  1,698/.  45.  5e/. 
in  respect  of  their  repairs.     The  vessel  could  not  be 

got 
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got  from  them  without  satisfying  their  debt,  and  there-  1855. 
upon  Lister,  by  the  intervention  and  assistance  of  his 
solicitor,  made  a  compromise  with  the  company,  who 
agreed  to  accept  the  hull  of  the  "  Toward  Castk/'  and  Listbr 
the  sum  of  1,320/.,  in  full  of  their  demands.  The  De- 
fendant Lister  also  advanced  this  sum  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  former,  and  in  his  answer  be  gave  the 
following  account  of  it:— ''  The  said  sum  of  1,320/.  was 
paid  by  me  to  Mr.  England  for  the  purpose  of  his 
paying  the  same  to  the  Bank  Quay  Foundry  Com- 
pany, and  the  same  was  so  paid  to  Mr.  England  by 
myself,  as  being  money  in  my  hands  belonging  to  the 
estate  of  Hannah  Hardisty,  and  the  same  was  accord- 
ingly paid  by  Mr.  England  on  my  behalf,  as  executor  of 
JBannah  Hardisty,  to  the  Bank  Quay  Foundry  Com- 
pany. The  sum  of  1,320/.  was  procured  by  me  by 
a  cheque  drawn  by  me  on  the  banking  company,  and 
signed  as  follows, — '  Francis  Lister  (Hardisty*s  execu- 
tors' ").  And  the  same  was  debited  in  the  books  of  the 
banking  company,  as  follows, — *' Hardisty's  executors, 
1,320/.,"  making  altogether  1,620/.,  for  there  was  only 
300/.  advanced  before,  and  the  700/.  formed,  in  fact, 
part  of  the  1,320/.  Lister,  in  his  answer,  also  stated, 
that  the  transactions  took  place  without  any  communi- 
cation by  her  with  the  directors,  or  any  persons  having 
the  management  of  the  banking  company. 

The  testatrix  never  bad  any  account  with  the  bank, 
and  Lister  opened  no  account  as  her  executor ;  and, 
except  the  taking  those  two  sums  out  of  the  monies  of 
the  bank,  which  were  within  Listers  absolute  control, 
and  making  the  two  entries  already  stated  in  the  bank 
books,  there  was  no  dealing  with  the  bank  by  any  one 
on  behalf  of  the  testatrix  or  her  estate. 

By  indenture  dated  26th  April,  1851,  reciting  the 

advance 
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advance  of  the  sum  of  1,500/.  by  Mrs.  Hardistyj  and 
the  advance  of  the  two  sums  of  300/.  and  1,320/.  by 
Lister  in  his  character  of  executor,  Fletcher  assigned 
the  "  Engineer^'  to  Lister  to  secure  payment  of  these 
three  sums,  and  interest  thereon  at  6  per  cent,  per 
annum,  and  also  covenanted  to  pay  them.  On  the 
6th  of  May  following  the  ship  and  mortgage  were 
registered. 

In  the  end  of  the  year  1851,  the  directors  of  the  bank, 
on  inspecting  the  accounts  of  the  Goole  Branch,  dis- 
covered the  two  entries  of  300/.  and  1,320/.  debited  to 
**  Hardistys  executors."  They  made  further  inquiry, 
and  ascertained  that  Lister  was  the  sole  executor,  and 
that  he  had,  in  fact,  as  manager  of  the  branch  bank, 
advanced  these  sums  to  himself,  as  the  executor  of  the 
testatrix.  The  directors  of  the  bank  thereupon  insisted 
upon  Lister^s  depositing  with  and  transferring  to  them 
the  securities  held  by  him  on  the  vessel.  This  he  ac- 
cordingly did,  and  an  indenture,  dated  the  15th  of 
January^  1852,  was  executed  by  Lister^  of  the  first 
part,  and  Mr.  Price  and  Mr.  Meek  (two  of  the  bank 
directors)  of  the  second  part,  whereby,  after  reciting 
the  indenture  of  assignment  by  Fletcher  to  Lister^  of 
the  26th  of  Aprils  1851,  and  the  registry  of  the 
vessel  on  the  5th  of  May^  1851,  and  that  these 
three  sums  of  money  were  due  to  Lister^  and  that  he 
had  applied  to  and  requested  Price  and  Meek^  i^the  two 
directors,)  to  advance  and  lend  him  a  sum  of  1,620/., 
which  they  had  agreed  to  do,  on  having  the  repayment 
thereof,  with  interest,  secured  by  a  transfer  of  the  three 
sums  of  1,500/.,  300/.  and  1,320/.,  and  the  interest 
thereof  respectively,  and  an  assignment  of  the  ship 
made  to  them,  in  the  manner  thereinafter  expressed,  the 
indenture  witnessed,  that,  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement 
and  in  consideration  of  1,620/«|  Price  and  Meek  paid  to 

Lister^ 
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Lister,  upon  or  before  the  execution  of  the  indenture,  1866. 
the  receipt  whereof  was  thereby. acknowledged,  Lister 
assigned  to  Price  and  Meek  the  three  principal  sums  of 
1,600/.,  300/.  and  1,320/.  so  due  to  Lister,  in  trust  to 
secure  the  payment  of  1,600/.  and  interest.  Lister  then 
assigned  to  Price  and  Meek,  the  ship  "  Engineer,*'  with 
the  appurtenances,  to  hold,  subject  to  the  equity  of 
redemption,  until  payment  of  the  three  several  sums, 
with  power  to  sell  and  give  receipts  for  the  money. 

Under  the  power  of  sale  contained  in  this  instrument, 
the  banking  company  sold  the  ship  for  1,160/.,  and 
received  the  purchase-money. 

In  this  state  of  things,  the  Plaintiffs  filed  their  bill 
against  Lister  and  the  bank,  praying  an  account  of 
what,  but  for  wilful  default.  Lister  might  have  received 
as  executor  of  Mrs.  Hardisty,  and  that  her  estate  might 
be  administered  by  the  Court,  and  praying  a  declara<^ 
tion,  that  Lister  had  no  authority  to  pledge  the  1,600/. 
due  to  Mrs.  Hardisty  s  estate  on  the  security  afore- 
said, or  any  part  of  the  testatrix's  estate  for  securing  the 
same,  and  that  the  sum  of  1,500/.  was  a  first  charge  on 
the  ^^  Engineer.**  And  praying,  that  the  bank  might  be 
ordered  to  account  for  all  money  received  by  them  for 
the  "  Engineer,**  and  to  deliver  up  to  the  Receiver  in  the 
cause  the  mortgage,  transfer  and  certificate  of  registry 
of  the  "  Toward  Castle^*  and  that  the  necessary  steps 
should  be  taken  to  realize  the  amount  due  to  the  estate 
o(  'Hiv^.  Hardisty,  \n  respect  of  the  advance  io  Fletcher  ; 
and  praying  that  a  Receiver  might  be  appointed. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Amphlett,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 
The  estate  of  the  testatrix  is  entitled  to  the  first  charge 
on  the  purchase-money  of  the  ship.  The  advances  made 
by  Lister,  after  the  testatrix's  death,  for  the  repairs,  were 

perfectly 
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1866.  perfectly  unjustifiable.  He  neglected  to  take  those  steps 
which  common  prudence  demanded,  before  making  an 
additional  outlay.  He  took  no  pains  to  ascertain  the 
LiiTBK.  value  of  the  ship  when  repaired,  he  obtained  no  valua- 
tion and  made  no  inquiry.  If  be  bad,  he  would  doubt- 
less have  ascertained,  that  any  further  advance  on  the 
ship  would  be  totally  lost.  His  acts  amounted  to  a 
devastavit.  But,  independently  of  his  neglect,  the  will 
conferred  on  him  no  power  to  advance  money  on  the 
security  of  the  ship,  and  in  his  simple  character  of  exe- 
cutor he  had  no  authority  to  do  so.  He  ought  rather  to 
have  pressed  Fletcher  for  payment  of  the  amount  due  to 
the  testatrix,  but  there  is  no  evidence  either  of  any 
attempt  to  compel  him  to  pay  or  to  force  him  to  dis- 
charge the  claims  of  the  shipbuilders  out  of  his  own 
funds,  or  from  money  derived  from  other  sources. 

The  lien  of  the  shipbuilders  ceased  on  their  being 
paid,  and  it  does  not  now  exist  for  the  benefit  of  any 
party.  The  money  borrowed  from  the  bank  was  a  mere 
personal  debt  from  Lister  to  the  bank,  which  in  no  way 
concerned  the  estate  of  the  testatrix  or  the  persons  in- 
terested in  it,  and  Lister  had  no  right  to  pledge  the  ship 
for  his  own  debt,  or  to  give  to  the  bank  priority  over 
the  persons  beneficially  interested  in  the  ship.  The 
bank,  through  Lister^  their  manager,  had  notice  of  all 
the  facts  known  to  Lister  himself,  and  cannot  stand  in 
a  better  position  than  Lister.  They  cited  Wilson  v. 
Moore{a)\  Hughes  v.  Morris  (b);  M^Calmont  v.  iZan- 
hin  (c). 

Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  Rohson^  for  Lister^  contended, 

first, 

(a)  1  3ly/.  if  Keen,  337.  (c)  8  Eare,  l;  2  De  G.  M. 

(6)  9  Hare,  636;    2   De  G.      4^  G.  403. 
Jl.  4  G.  349. 
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first,  that,  in  bis  character  of  executor,  he  was  authorized  1855. 
to  advance  the  testatrix's  assets  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  her  mortgage  debt.  And  that,  supposing 
hiro  to  have  acted  bond  fide  in  so  doing,  the  result,  Liitee. 
whether  attended  with  more  or  less  success,  would  not 
affect  the  question  of  breach  of  trust  or  devastavit. 
Secondly,  assuming  that  he  was  entitled  to  advance 
money  out  of  the  estate  for  the  purpose  in  question,  he 
was  equally  entitled  to  borrow  money  from  the  bank  for 
the  same  purpose,  as  he  had  done. 

Mr.  iJ.  Palmer  and  Mr.  J.  V.  PrioTf  for  the  banking 
company,  claimed  such  interest  only  as  their  agents 
LUter,  could  have  claimed.  They  argued  that  Lister 
was  entitled  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  shipwrights 
and  to  have  the  benefit  of  their  lien,  which  was  para-* 
mount  to  the  claims  of  Mrs.  Hardisty^  for  without  pay* 
ment  the  shipwrights  would  never  have  parted  with  the 
ship ;  and  the  money  produced  by  its  sale,  which  was 
attributable  to  the  repairs,  would  never  have  been 
realized.  That  the  executor  had  full  authority  to 
pledge  any  part  of  the  assets,  for  moneys  borrowed  for 
the  purposes  of  the  estate,  and  that  he  had  done  so,  in 
the  present  instance.  They  referred  to  Buxton  v.  Bttx^ 
ton  (a) ;  JOughes  v.  Morris  (()• 

Mr.  JRoupellf  in  reply. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls  said,  the  case  involved  a 
question  of  considerable  nicety,  and  he  would  take  time 
to  consider  it  and  read  the  evidence. 

The 


(a)  1  A^/.  ^  Cr.  80.  (6)  9  Hare,  636. 
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1856. 
CoLLiNsoN         The  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls.  (After  statiog  the  facts.) 

^'"'*'  The  question  to  be  determined  is  the  effect  of  these 

AprU  19.  transactions ;  and  for  thia  purpose,  I  think  it  material, 
first,  to  consider  the  effect  of  them,  as  between  the 
Plaintiffs  and  the  Defendant  Lister^  without  having 
regard  to  the  interests  of  the  banking  company ;  be- 
cause, in  my  opinion,  the  interests  of  the  bank  must, 
in  a  great  measure,  depend  upon  the  effect  of  the  trans- 
actions between  Lister  and  his  cestuis  que  trust.  In  my 
opinion,  the  testatrix  consented  to  the  transfer  of  the 
mortgage  ;  if,  therefore,  the  ship  "  Engineer  "  produced 
nothing  after  her  decease,  that  loss  would  have  fallen 
on  her  estate.  It  is  also  clear,  that  the  Foundry  Com- 
pany, who  repaired  the  ship  and  transferred  the  engines, 
had  a  lien  on  the  vessel  for  their  proper  costs  of  such 
repairs ;  and  that,  except  by  discharging  those  costs,  the 
vessel  could  not  have  been  registered,  or  the  mortgage 
on  it  made  available.  It  is  also,  in  my  opinion,  equally 
clear,  first,  that  Fletcher^  by  discharging  these  costs  and 
expenses  out  of  his  own  moneys,  could  not  have  defeated 
or  prejudiced  the  mortgage  he  had  covenanted  to  give 
to  the  testatrix;  and  next,  that,  if  he  had  borrowed 
money  for  that  purpose,  from  a  stranger,  who  had  re- 
ceived notice  of  the  testatrix's  mortgage,  that  stranger 
could  not  have  obtained  from  Fletcher  a  priority  over 
the  testatrix's  mortgage. 

Lister f  therefore,  could  not,  by  advancing  his  own 
moneys  to  Fletcher^  have  obtained  such  a  priority,  neither 
could  he,  as  agent  for  the  bank,  and  by  advancing  moneys 
on  account  of  the  bank  to  Fletcher^  have  obtained  for 
his  principals  such  a  priority.  But  this  is  not  the  way 
in  which  the  advance  was  made,  and  the  facts,  as  I  have 
stated  them,  must  be  borne  in  mind  in  considering  this 

matter. 
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matter.  It  is  contended  on  behalf  of  Lister,  first,  that,  1865. 
in  his  character  of  executor,  he  was  entitled  to  advance 
the  assets  of  the  testatrix  to  make  her  mortgage  avail- 
able ;  and  that,  if  he  acted  hon&fide,  the  greater  or  less 
success  of  the  result  cannot  affect  the  question  of  breach 
of  trust ;  andy  secondly,  that,  if  he  was  entitled  to  ad* 
vance  the  assets  of  his  testatrix  for  this  purpose,  he  was 
equally  entitled  to  borrow  money  for  that  purpose,  and 
that  this  was  what  he  did. 

This  opens  a  question  of  great  importance  as  regards 
the  powers  and  liabilities  of  executors  in  the  discharge 
of  the  duties  intrusted  to  and  undertaken  by  them. 

The  acts  which  an  executor,  in  the  absence  of  any 
directions  contained  in  the  will,  can  do  or  ought  to  do, 
for  the  purpose  of  completing  or  rendering  available 
the  contracts  or  property  of  the  testator,  depend  so 
much  on  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  each  case,  that 
I  find  it  difficult  to  state,  with  distinctness,  any  propo- 
sition which  shall  lay  down  a  principle  applicable  to  all 
cases.  Some  points,  however,  are  settled:  thus  it  is 
clear,  that  an  executor  cannot  carry  on  the  trade  of 
the  testator,  except  for  the  mere  purpose  of  winding 
it  up.  But  the  executor  may  and  in  some  cases  is 
bound  to  complete  contracts  entered  into  by  his 
testato*^  and  the  instance  of  a  testator,  who  had  con- 
tracted to  build  a  house  and  had  died,  having  pro- 
vided the  materials  and  half  completed  the  work,  was 
cited  and  relied  on  at  the  Bar  (a),  as  an  undoubted 
instance,  where  the  executor's  duty  would  be  to  complete 
the  imperfect  work.  Mr.  Toller  also,  in  his  book  on 
Executors  (6),  mentions  a  case,  where  the  testator,  carry- 
ing on  the  business  of  a  wine-cooper,  had  left  a  stock  of 

wines, 

(a)  Marthall  t.  Broadhurtt,  1  (h)  Page  487. 

Cr.  4-  Jer,  403. 
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1865.  wines,  which  could  not  have  been  advantageously  sold, 
unless  the  executor  had  purchased  other  wines  for  the 
purpose  of  refining  the  old  stock,  and  which  act  was 
Lister.  held  not  to  constitute  him  a  trader,  but  to  have  been 
done  in  due  discharge  of  his  duty  as  an  executor.  If  a 
testator  had  advanced  money  on  mortgage  of  a  property 
either  originally  insufficient  to  pay  the  amount,  or  which 
had  become  so  by  some  subsequent  accident,  and  the 
owner  of  that  property,  (the  mortgagor,)  had  applied  to 
the  executor  for  a  further  advance,  stating,  with  truth, 
that  the  outlay  of  this  further  money  would  render  the 
property  sufficient  to  pay  both  charges,  I  know  of  no 
case  or  principle  which  would  preclude  an  executor  from 
advancing  such  further  sum  out  of  the  assets  of  the 
testator,  in  order  to  render  the  property  capable  of  pay* 
ing  the  original  mortgage,  which,  without  such  expen- 
diture, would  not  have  been  possible ;  and  it  would,  I 
think,  be  dangerous,  to  lay  down  any  rule  which  would 
prevent  the  executor  from  exercising  a  band  fide  discre- 
tion in  any  such  case,  or  even  to  charge  him  with  a 
devastavit,  in  case  the  result  should  disappoint  his  ex- 
pectations. But  if  a  loss  should  be  the  result,  it  appears 
to  me  to  be  a  necessary  preliminary  condition,  before 
such  advances  could  be  allowed  to  him  in  taking  his 
accounts,  that  he  should  have  carefully  investigated  the 
probabilities  of  success,  before  he  advanced  the  jnoney 
of  his  cestuis  que  trust  for  any  such  purpose.  The  ex- 
penditure of  money  to  recover  other  money  lost  or  in 
danger  is  a  matter  which  requires  very  careful  and  grave 
consideration ;  and  if  the  result  prove  that  the  transaction 
is  such  as  only  to  create  an  additional  loss,  it  is  incum- 
bent on  the  executor  to  shew,  that  he  used  every  avail- 
able means  in  his  power  to  ascertain  the  chance  of  suc- 
cess ;  and  that,  if  he  did  what  was  unfortunate,  he  acted 
as  a  reasonable  man  would  have  done>  in  similar  cir- 
cumstances, with  reference  to  his  own  property,  and 
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after  he  had  obtained  all  the  evidence  possible  relative 
to  the  chances  of  success  or  failure. 

I  apply  that  rule  to  the  present  case,  and  I  treat  this 
matter  as  if  this  were  an  ordinary  suit  for  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  testatrix's  estate,  and  that  Mr.  Lister, 
having  had  1,900^  belonging  to  her  estate  in  his  hands, 
had  advanced,  first,  300/.  and  then  1,600/.,  for  the 
purposes  detailed  in  his  answer  and  evidence,  and  that, 
having  so  done,  he  now  sought  to  have  these  advances 
allowed  to  him  in  taking  his  accounts. 

In  this  point  of  view,  I  think  that  this  sum  of  money 
could  not  be  allowed  to  Mr.  Lister  in  taking  his  ac- 
counts. He  did  not,  in  my  opinion,  take  the  precautions 
which  were  fitting  and  proper  before  he  advanced  this 
money ;  and  that  if  he  had  done  so,  he  would  not,  acting 
prudently,  have  advanced  this  money.  In  the  first  place, 
there  is  no  evidence  before  me,  that  Fletcher  might  not, 
from  other  sources,  have  obtained  the  first  sum  of  300/., 
which,  if  he  had  done,  it  would  not  have  afifected  the 
testatrix's  mortgage ;  if  he  could  not,  the  necessary 
inference  is,  that  such  inability  arose  from  the  fact, 
that  the  security  of  the  ship  was  not  sufficient  to  cover 
such  an  additional  advance.  With  regard  to  both  sums, 
Mr.  Lister  seems  to  have  taken  no  pains  to  ascertain 
what  would  have  been  the  value  of  the  vessel,  even  after 
that  payment,  or  whether  the  advances  could  safely  be 
made.  The  burden  of  proof  to  establish  this  lies  on 
him  who  seeks  to  be  allowed  a  sum  which  has  been 
wholly  lost  to  the  testatrix's  estate.  He  took  no  step 
whatever  for  this  purpose,  yet  the  fact  that  the  Foundry 
Company,  who  were  repairing  the  ship,  would  not  pro- 
ceed further  without  an  advance,  was  very  strong  evi- 
dence, whence  it  might  be  inferred,  that,  in  their  opinion, 
it  was  at  least  probable,  that  the  ship,  when  completed, 
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1855.  would  not  be  worth  more  than  the  money  due  for  repair- 
ing it.  This  is  confirmed  by  the  evidence  before  me, 
for  even  the  agent  of  the  company  who  repaired  the 
ship  does  not  put  the  valuei  at  the  utmost^  as  exceeding 
the  bill  due  to  them.  It  is  obvious,  therefore,  that  Lister 
took  no  pains  to  investigate  the  matter  at  all,  and  that, 
if  he  had  done  so,  he  would  have  discovered  that  it  was 
a  foolish  and  rash  matter  to  advance  further  money; 
but  that,  if  nothing  could  be  realized  from  the  property 
as  it  stood,  nothing  could  be  got  by  advancing  further 
money  upon  it. 

In  the  case,  therefore,  which  I  have  supposed,  of 
Mr.  Lister  having  in  his  hands  assets  belonging  to  the 
estate  of  the  testatrix,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  these  ad- 
vances could  not  be  allowed  to  him  in  taking  this  ac- 
count, but  that  he  would  have  to  be  charged  with  that 
amount,  as  a  loss  improperly  occasioned  by  him  to  the 
estate. 

The  case,  however,  becomes  much  stronger  against 
him,  when  it  is  considered,  that  he  borrowed  money  for 
this  purpose,  which  is  always  a  more  hazardous  proceed- 
ing than  the  laying  out  of  money  already  existing.  If 
the  matter  had  rested  between  the  Plaintiffs  and  Lister, 
and  the  interests  of  no  other  persons  had  been  concerned, 
this  point,  in  the  present  state  of  the  assets,  would  have 
been  immaterial,  for  no  assets  exist  out  of  which  Lister 
could  seek  for  payment,  and  it  could  not  be  contended 
that  the  Plaintiffs  were  liable  to  repay  the  advances 
made.  The  consideration  of  the  point,  however,  has 
become  important,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the 
ulterior  question  affecting  the  banking  company. 

On  the  first  question,  tIz.  that  which  arises  between 
the  Plaintiffs  and  the  Defendant  Lister,  therefore,  I  am 
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of  opinion  that,  if  there  had  been  further  and  other 
assets  of  the  testatrix,  exceeding  the  1,900/.  advanced, 
Lister  could  not  have  been  entitled,  out  of  those  assets, 
to  the  repayment  of  the  two  sums  advanced  by  him  in 
the  manner  and  under  the  circumstances  I  have  already 
stated. 
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I  now  come  to  the  consideration  of  the  next  question, 
which  regards  the  interest  of  the  banking  company  and 
the  claim  made  by  the  Plaintiffs  against  them.  I  con- 
sider this,  in  the  first  instance,  independently  of  the  deed 
of  the  16th  Janvary,  1862,  and  I  shall  then  consider 
how  it  is  affected  by  that  deed.  The  mode  by  which 
these  sums  were  appropriated  by  Mr.  Lister,  in  Aprils 
1 85 1, 1  have  already  noticed.  He  was  both  the  borrower 
and  the  lender.  It  is  not  denied,  that,  as  the  agent  of 
the  bank,  he  had  the  authority,  as  well  as  the  power, 
to  advance  the  money  of  the  bank  to  such  persons  as 
he  should  think  fit ;  and  all  facts  known  to  him,  as  ex- 
ecutor, were  also  known  to  him  as  agent  of  the  bank, 
and  must  bind  and  conclude  the  banking  company, 
exactly  in  the  same  manner  as  if  they  had  acted  directly 
in  the  transaction  with  full  notice  of  them.  The  circum- 
stance of  his  also  being  the  executor  does  not,  in  my 
opinion,  affect  or  alter  the  transaction,  and  I  look  at  it 
exactly  in  the  same  light  as  I  should  do,  if  he  had  ad- 
vanced money  to  a  third  person,  who  had  been  the 
executor  of  the  testatrix,  and  that  when  he  did  so,  he 
knew  all  the  facts  connected  with  the  estate,  and  knew 
the  purposes  for  which  it  was  advanced. 


It  was,  therefore,  an  advance  by  the  agent  of  the 
banking  company,  on  behalf  of  that  company,  to  the 
executor  of  the  testatrix,  without  taking  any  security 
from  him,  and  made  in  order  to  enable  the  executor  to 
lend  the  money  to  Fktcher,  to  be  by  him  applied  in 

TOL.  XX.  B  B  .   discharging 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

diBcharging  a  iiea  which  the  ship  builders  had  on  the 
*' Engineer"  and  all  this,  coupled  with  the  knowledge 
that  Fletcher  had  covenanted  to  mortgage  that  vessel 
to  the  testatrix^  and  that  the  mortgage  constituted  the 
first  charge  on  that  vessel,  as  soon  as  it  was  registered. 

If  the  agent  of  the  bank  and  the  executor  had  been 
distinct  persons,  and  the  money  had  been  advanced  by 
the  agept  of  the  bank,  upon  an  assignment  of  the  tes- 
tatrix's mortgage  by  the  executor,  and  without  a  know- 
ledge of  the  purpose  for  which  the  executor  required 
the  money,  the  case  would  have  been  wholly  different, 
and  whatever  might  have  been  the  rights  of  the  cestuis 
que  trust  against  the  executor,  it  would  not  have 
affected  the  bank ;  but  no  such  contract  is  made.  The 
union  of  both  characters  in  Lister  would  have  rendered 
it  extremely  difficult  to  make  any  contract  to  this  effect, 
which  would  have  been  legal  and  effectual.  A  contract 
requires  two  parties  to  it,  and  a  man  in  one  character 
can,  with  difficulty,  contract  with  himself  in  another 
character.  But,  in  this  case,  it  is  not  even  alleged  that 
the  original  advance  was  made  on  the  security  of  the 
testatrix's  mortgage;  on  the  contrary,  nothing  was 
done  with  reference  to  it.  Probably  Mr.  Lister  thought 
that  the  vessel  would  be  able  to  pay  both  charges,  but 
whether  this  was  so  or  not,  all  that  occurs  is,  the  intro- 
duction of  the  two  entries  in  the  books  of  the  bank, 
which  entries  I  consider  as  wholly  inoperative  for  any 
purpose,  except  to  shew  the  object  for  which  Lister 
wanted  and  took  the  moneys.  The  facts  I  consider  to  be, 
in  effect,  nothing  more  than  this :  —  that  Lister  ad- 
vanced the  money  of  the  bank,  in  his  own  person  as 
agent,  to  Fletcher^  and  took  an  assignment  of  the  ship 
to  himself,  in  his  name  of  executor,  to  secure  these 
advances,  in  addition  to  the  prior  mortgage  to  the  tes- 
tatrix.    But  even  regarding  it  as  a  bona  fide  advance 
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by  the  bank  to  the  executor,  for  the  purpose  for  which 
it  wa8  appliedi  it  could  not,  in  my  opinion,  be  allowed 
to  the  bank  against  the  assets  of  the  testatrix.  As  an 
advance  to  the  executor  of  the  testatrix,  it  might  bind 
her  assets,  if  it  had  been  properly  and  beneficially  ap- 
plied for  the  purposes  of  her  estate,  that  is,  if  the  C0$tuis 
que  trust  had  had  the  benefit  of  it.  In  that  event,  the 
bank  would  have  been  entitled  to  be  repaid  out  of  the 
assets  of  the  testatrix,  because  the  executor  would  have 
been  so  entitled  ;  but  the  right  of  the  bank  is  to  stand 
in  the  place  of  the  executor,  and  it  is  here  confined  to 
his  right  as  against  the  assets  of  the  tei»tatrtx.  But  I 
have  already  stated  my  opinion,  that  in  this  case,  the 
executor  could  not  be  allowed  these  suma  against  the 
assets  of  the  testatrix.  If  a  man,  without  taking  any 
security,  advances  money  to  another,  who  is  an  executor, 
and  the  executor  informs  the  lender  that  he  requires  the 
money  for  the  purposes  of  the  testator's  estate,  byt  in 
iact  misapplies  the  money,  that  cannot  bind  the  persons 
interested  in  the  testator's  estate,  but  constitutes  simply 
a  general  debt  from  the  borrower  to  the  lender.  '^  What- 
ever may  have  been  the  old  decisions  upon  this  subject" 
(I  am  quoting  the  words  of  Lord  Manners,  in  the  case 
ofDawTies  v.  Power  {a) ), ''  it  is  now  clearly  established, 
that  whoever  will  deal  with  an  executor  for  the  assets 
of  the  testator,  for  a  purpose  perfectly  inconsistent 
with  the  due  administration  of  the  assets,  subjects  him- 
self to  the  consequences  of  a  devastavit*'  I  think  that 
the  same  observation  applies  to  a  person  who  advances 
money  to  an  executor,  confessedly  for  a  purpose  relating 
to  the  testator  8  estate,  which  is  perfectly  inconsistent 
with  the  due  administration  of  the  trust,  and  that  he 
does  not  thereby  acquire  any  charge  on  the  assets  of 
the  testator.  When  the  person  lends  money  to  an  ex- 
ecutor, 
(a)  2B.ifB,  498. 
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1855.  ecutor,  in  order  that  be  may  apply  it  for  the  purposes 
of  the  testator's  assets^  this  is  a  personal  debt  of  the 
executor ;  but  if|  in  addition  to  that,  the  lender  claims 
repayment  out  of  the  testator's  assets,  it  can  only  be  in 
case  he  can  shew  that  the  executor  himself  would  be 
allowed  that  sum,  in  taking  the  accounts  of  the  testa- 
tor's estate.  This  is,  in  my  opinion,  the  case  as  it 
originally  stood,  and  the  original  loan  of  the  money 
does  not,  therefore,  give  the  banking  company  any  lien 
on  any  part  of  the  assets  of  the  testatrix. 

I  now  come  to  the  deed  of  assignment  of  the  16th  of 
January^  1852,  between  Mr.  Lister  and  the  two  directors 
of  the  bank,  which  is,  in  form,  an  assignment  of  the 
three  debts  due  from  Fletcher  and  of  the  ship,  to  secure 
«a  sum  of  1,620/.,  then  for  the  first  time  advanced  by 
the  banking  company.  From  what  I  have  already 
stated,  it  follows,  that  if  this  had  been  the  real  transac- 
tion, it  might  have  constituted  a  good  assignment  of 
the  property  therein  mentioned  to  secure  that  advance. 
But  the  real  transaction  is  not  expressed  on  the  face  of 
the  deed ;  no  money  was  then  advanced  by  the  bank ; 
it  was,  in  truth,  only  an  attempt  to  secure  the  sum 
already  advanced  upon  no  security  at  all,  and  by  that 
means,  with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  whole  transaction 
and  of  all  matters  relating  to  it,  to  obtain  a  priority  over 
the  prior  mortgage  of  the  testatrix  on  this  ship.  In  my 
opinion,  neither  the  testatrix's  mortgage  nor  the  inte- 
rests of  the  residuary  legatees  are  affected  by  this  deed. 
It  leaves  the  matter  exactly  as  it  stood  before  it  was 
executed.  The  deeds  and  their  recitals  disclose  fully  all 
matters  relative  to  the  mortgage  to  the  testatrix,  and 
the  subsequent  advances  of  money  by  Mr.  Lister,  and 
if  these  prior  transactions  did  not  give  the  banking 
company  a  charge  on  the  testatrix's  assets,  or  on  this 
mortgaged  ship,  as  a  part  of  them,  this  deed  did  not, 
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in  my  opinion^  mend  their  position  in  this  respect.  In 
fact,  on  this  part  of  the  case,  I  consider  it  as  coming 
within  the  principle  of  the  decision  of  Lord  Brougham 
in  the  case  of  Wilson  v.  Afoore  (a).  Lister. 

It  is  also  to  be  observed,  that  this  case  is  free  from 
any  question  respecting  the  lien  of  the  ship  builders, 
because  no  assignment  of  that  lien  was  attempted  to 
be  taken,  if  it  could  have  been ;  but  that  lien,  whatever 
was  the  value  of  it,  disappeared,  as  soon  as  the  money 
was  paid  to  them  and  the  vessel  was  registered  under 
the  Registry  Act. 

The  short  result  of  my  opinion  is,  that  Mr.  Lister 
was  not  justified  in  making  the  original  advance  to 
Fletcher  out  of  any  assets  of  the  testatrix ;  and  that 
such  advance  being  made  by  him,  as  agent  of  the  bank, 
with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  testatrix's  mortgage,  it  did 
not  affect  that  mortgage,  or  give  the  bank  any  priority 
over  it;  and  that,  although  it  may  have  given  the  bank- 
ing company  a  charge  on  the  vessel,  it  did  not  displace 
the  prior  charge  of  the  testatrix;  and,  consequently, 
that  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  vessel  are  to  be 
applied,  in  the  first  instance,  in  payment  of  what  is  due 
on  that  charge,  and  after  payment  of  that  amount,  of 
what  is  due  to  the  banking  company.  As,  however,  the 
ship  has  not  produced  sufficient  for  the  first  purpose, 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  banking  company  must  pay 
the  1,140Z.  into  Court,  to  the  credit  of  the  cause,  to  be 
administered  as  part  of  the  assets  of  the  testatrix. 

I  shall  make  the  usual  decree  to  account  against  Mr. 
Lister,  but  in  taking  that  account,  no  allowance  is  to  be 
made  to  him  in  respect  of  the  two  sums  of  300/.  and 

1,300/., 
(a)  1  %/.  4  Keen,  337. 
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1|300/.|  obtained  by  him  from  the  moneys  of  Ihe  bank- 
ing company,  and  I  shall  declare,  that  the  testatrix's 
estate  is  not  liable  to  repay  those  sums  or  any  part 
thereof.  I  shall  stay  all  further  proceedings  in  the  suit 
against  the  Defendants,  who  represent  the  banking 
company.  But  as  the  suit  has,  in  my  opinion,  up  to 
this  point,  been  occasioned  by  the  contention  of  the 
banking  company  and  of  the  Defendant  Lister,  which 
I  am  of  opinion  cannot  be  sustained,  they  must  pay  the 
costs  up  to  and  including  the  hearing;  the  future  costs 
will  be  dealt  with  as  in  an  ordinary  administration 
suit. 


Reserve  furtlier  consideration. 


Note. — Affirmed  on  appeal  by  the  Lords  Justices  on  the  3rd 
December,  1855,  who,  in  addition,  chaiged  the  Bank  with  interest  at 
4  per  cent 
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Under  a  de- 
vise to  the 
children  o(A. 
and  to  the 
heirs  of  their 
respective 
boaies,  the 
children  take 
as  joint  te- 
nants for  their 
lives,  with 
several  inhe- 
ritances in  tail, 
but  under  a 


In  re  The  TIVERTON  MARKET  ACT. 
Ex  parte  TANNER. 

rpHE  testator  devised  some  freehold  property  to  his 
•*-  wife  durante  viduitate,  with  remainder  to  his  son, 
Henry  Harder,  for  life ;  and  from  and  after  his  decease, 
unto  the  child  and  children  of  his  body  lawfully  to  be 
begotten,  and  to  the  heirs  of  their  respective  bodies  law- 
fully issuing.  He  then  proceeded  as  follows  :— **  And 
in  default  of  such  issue,  then  I  give  and  devise  the 
said  dwelling-houses,  gardens  and  premises  unto  Sarah 

Harder, 


devise  to  them 

and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies  respectively,  they  take  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail. 

A  devise  to  A.  and  B.  and  their  "  respective  heirs,"  gives  to  them  a  joint  tenancy 
for  life  with  several  inheritances  in  fee. 
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Afarder,  my  daughter,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her 

natural  life,  and  from  and  after  her  decease,  then  I 

devise  the  said  dwelling-houses  and  premises  m/o  the         j^ 

child  and  children  of  her  body  lawfully  to  he  begotten^    »T'^,"*^?" 
\,     ,  .        .     ■.       1      /•  11       Market  Act. 

and  to  the  heirs  of  their  respective  bodies  lawfully      Ex  parte 

issuing."  Tahnb». 

The  testator  died  in  1776  and  his  widow  in  1795. 
The  testator's  daughter  married  Tanner,  and  had  six 
children ;  she  died  in  1840,  and  in  1844  Henry  Harder 
died  without  having  had  issue,  at  which  time  some  of 
the  children  of  the  testator^s  daughter  were  dead. 

The  property  was  compulsorily  taken  under  the 
Tiverton  Market  Act  (6  Geo.  4)  (a)  for  the  purpose  of 
the  act,  and  the  purchase*money  was  paid  into  Court, 
and  invested  in  416/.  \s.  consols.  A  disentailing  deed 
having  been  executed,  a  petition  was  presented  by 
some  of  the  children  to  obtain  payment  out  of  Court 
of  the  fund,  and  a  question  arose  as  to  the  estates  taken 
by  the  children  under  the  above  devise. 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  Karslahe,  in  support  of  the 
petition,  contended  that  the  word  '*  respective,"  attached 
to  the  gift  to  the  heirs  of  the  bodies  of  the  children,  had 
the  effect  of  severing  the  respective  shares  of  the  chil- 
dren, and  of  creating  a  gift  to  a  class  of  children  as 
tenants  in  common  in  tail. 

Mr.  Berkeley,  for  the  Tiverton  Market  Company, 
asked  for  his  costs  out  of  the  fund.  [The  Master  of 
Me  Rolls.  No;  it  is  for  their  benefit  that  there  should 
be  no  investment.] 

Mr.  Selwyn,  for  one  of  the  children.  The  children 
take  as  joint  tenants  for  their  lives  and  the  life  of  the 

survivor, 
(a)  Chapter  czxxix. 
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In  re 
The 
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Market  Act 
Ej  parte 
Tanmbr. 


8ur?iyor,  with  separate  inheritances  in  tail,  for  a  gift  to 
several  (who  cannot  intermarry),  and  the  heirs  of  their 
bodies,  is  a  joint  tenancy  for  life,  and  several  inherit- 
ances in  tail;  Forrest  v.  Wkiteway{a);  Edwards  v. 
Champion  {b);  Co.  Lilt,  (c);  2  Jarm.  Wills  (d).  The 
word  **  respective''  applies  only  to  the  heirs,  and  not 
to  the  children,  and  the  recent  case  of  Doe  d.  little^ 
wood  (e)  is  an  authority  exactly  in  point 

Mr.  R.  PalmeTf  in  reply,  contended  that  the  autho- 
rities could  not  be  applied  to  a  case  like  this,  where  there 
was  an  evident  intention  to  sever  the  shares,  and  that 
the  intention  to  sever  was  the  same,  whether  annexed  to 
the  words  of  inheritance  or  to  the  original  gift  That 
the  object  and  effect  was  the  same,  whether  the  words 
of  severance  were  at  the  beginning  or  at  the  end  of  the 
clause,  and  that  this  devise  was  the  same  as  if  the  gift 
bad  been  ''  to  the  children  respectively,  and  to  the  re- 
spective heirs  of  their  bodies." 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment 


Affrii  15.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  these  words  create  a  joint  tenancy 
for  life,  with  several  inheritances  in  tail.  It  is  not  dis- 
puted that  ''if  lands  be  given  to  two  men, and  to  the  heirs 
of  their  two  bodies  begotten,  in  this  case  the  donees  have 
a  joint  estate  for  the  term  of  their  two  lives,  and  yet  they 
have  several  inheritances  in  tair'(/).  But  it  is  contended, 
that  in  the  present  case,  the  word  ''  respective*'  creates 
a  tenancy  in  common  in  tail,  and  that  the  expression 
applies  not  only  to  the  inheritance,  but  to  the  whole 

estate 


(a)  3  £rcA.  367. 

(6)  1  De  G.  4  Sm.  77. 

(c)  Page  184a. 


{d)  Fage»  158—206  (2nd  ed.) 
(e)  4  Mea.  4*  WeU,  229. 
(/)  Littleton' t  Tenura,  s.  283. 
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estate  of  the  children.     I  think,  however,  that  the  word        1855. 

"  respective"  expresses  only  that  which  the  law  would      ^""^v-*^ 

imply  without  it.     If  lands  were  given  to  a  man  and         '^^J 

woman,  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  this  would  be  an      Tivbrtoh 
.  1      -1  r  11  1  «  •      t»  -i*    Market  Act 

estate  in  special  tail  (a),  and  the  word  '*  respective,    if      ^     ^^ 

introduced  before  the  word  "heirs,"  would  have  the  Tammr. 
effect  of  making  the  man  and  woman  joint  tenants  for 
life.  It  would  be  the  same  as  if  the  gift  were  to  a  man 
and  woman  who  could  not  marry,  and  the  heirs  of  their 
bodies.  So  if  an  estate  were  devised  to  two  and  their 
heirs,  they  would  be  joint  tenants  in  fee  simple,  and  if 
not  severed  the  survivor  would  take  the  whole;  but  if 
the  words  *'  respective  heirs  **  were  introduced,  and  it 
were  a  devise  to  A-  and  B,  and  to  their  respective  heirs, 
I  should  be  of  opinion  that  they  were  joint  tenants  for 
life,  with  several  inheritances  in  fee  (6).  I  think  I  must 
give  the  same  effect  to  these  words  as  I  should  in  the 
case  suggested,  and  I  must  confine  the  application  of 
the  word  "respective"  to  the  inheritance  given  after 
the  estate  to  the  children.  If  the  devise  had  been  "  to 
the  children  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  respectively," 
I  should  have  held  them  tenants  in  common  in  tail. 
Here  the  expression  "  respective "  is  limited  to  the 
inheritance,  and  these  are  fit  words  to  create  a  joint 
estate  for  life,  with  several  estates  of  inheritance  in  tail. 
I  think  it  would  be  impossible  to  give  any  other  con- 
struction to  these  words,  if  the  question  arose  upon  a 
deed,  and  there  is  nothing  from  which  I  can  come  to  a 
different  conclusion  when  they  are  used  in  a  will.  The 
children  were  therefore  joint  tenants  for  the  term  of 
their  lives,  with  several  inheritances  in  tail. 

(a)  IMtUt(nC%  Tenum,  8. 16.       4  M.  ^  W,  229. 
(6)  Doed^LUilewood W.Green, 
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March  29.  In  re  LEWIN'S  TRUST. 

April  16. 
The  Court,       C\^  ^  marriage^  the  wife  had  brought  2^0001.  into 

under  very       v/    settlement,  and  the  husband  about  3,000Z.,  and 

peculiar  cir-  '  ^ 

cumttancet,      he  had  also  bound  his  estate  for  about  5,000Z.  more. 

who[e*fn^e    '^^^^  *""^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^®^^'^  ^°  *®  husband  for  life, 
of  a  fund         with  remainder  to  the  wife  for  her  Ufe,  for  the  support 

longing  to  a      ^^  herself  and  children,  with  remainder  to  the  children. 
feme  covert, 
who  bad  com- 
mitted adul-  The  wife  committed  adultery  with  a  foreigner,  and  the 

^"^'t^h         husband  obtained  a  divorce  a  mensa  et  thoro,  but  not  a 
on  terms.  vinculo  matrimonii,  in  which  case,  he  could  not  have 

interfered  with  her  enjoyment  of  her  future-acquired 
property.  The  husband  had  procured  her  to  be  im- 
prisoned in  Paris  in  the  common  gaol,  and  refused  her 
any  support,  except  on  humiliating  terms. 

The  husband's  income  was  1,500/.  per  year,  but  the 
wife  had  none,  and  she  continued  to  live  with  the  adul- 
terer, by  whom  she  was  supported.  She  became  entitled 
to  1,323/.  6s.  Id.  three  per  cent  reduced,  which  had  been 
paid  into  Court  by  the  trustees  of  a  will. 

The  husband  now  presented  a  petition  for  payment  of 
the  1,323/.  &.  Id. 

The  wife  presented  a  cross-petition,  claiming  an  equity 
to  a  settlement  out  of  that  fund. 

Mr.  Lhyd  and  Mr.  Ooldsmid,  for  the  husband. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Shapter,  for  the  wife. 

The 
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The  following  cases  were  cited »  Barrow  v.  Barrow  (a) ; 
Moore  v.  Moore  (6)  ;  Ball  v.  Montgomery  (c) ;   Carr  v. 
Eastabrooke  (rf) ;  Bullock  v.  Menzies  (e)  ;    Greedy  v.      Lewin's 
Lavender  {/) ;    In  re  Anne    Walker  (g)  ;    Cosier  v.        Trust. 
Co^^er  (A) ;  jBaZ/  v.  Com«#  (t). 

I^e  Master  of  the  Rolls  ordered,  that,  upon  the 
wife  undertaking  to  reside  in  England  and  to  have 
no  further  communication  with  the  adulterer,  who  was 
abroad,  1007.  and  her  costs  should  be  paid  out  of  the 
1,3232.  6«.  Id.  reduced,  and  that  the  residue  should  be 
carried  to  a  separate  account  and  the  income  paid  to 
her  for  life,  subject  to  further  order,  with  liberty  to  apply 
as  to  capital.  But  he  directed  the  order  not  to  be  drawn 
up,  in  order  to  see  whether  the  husband  would  make  a 
better  arrangement 


On  the  16th  of  Aprils  1855,  it  was  ordered,  by  ar-  Aprill^. 
rangement,  that  the  husband  should  pay  her  100/.  a 
year,  and  lOOZ.  down,  to  discharge  some  of  her  pressing 
debts  and  to  enable  her  to  pay  for  a  small  outfit :— that 
all  costs  should  be  raised  out  of  the  1,323/.  6«.  7c/., 
and  that  the  dividends  of  residue  should  accumulate 
and  be  added  to  the  capital  for  the  children,  subject  to 
further  order. 

(a)  18  Beav.  535.  (J)  13  Bean.  62. 

(6)  1  Atk.  272.  (g)  U.^G,  temp.  Sugd.  299. 

(c)  2  Ve$.jun,  191.  (h)  9  Sim.  604. 

(d)  4  Fei.  146.  (i)  1  Va.  Sf  B.  304. 

(e)  4  Vet,  798. 
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1856. 


YONGE  V.  FURSE. 

AprU  18. 
A.  B.  pur-       TN  1848,  the  testator,  John  H.  Fwr9e,  purchased  ''  the 
oute  inMD-  Beafard  estate"  from  Wheeler^  in  consideration  of  a 

ttdeniion  of  life  annuity  of  600Z.  By  the  conveyance,  after  reciting 
It  was  thm-  ^^^^  ^^  annuity  was  to  be  secured  by  the  covenant  of  the 
upon  cbaged  testator  and  a  charge,  Wheeler  conveyed  the  estate  to 
purcbawd  sod  Fune  and  his  heirs,  to  the  use  and  intent  that  trustees 
«to2*Md^*'  Bhould  receive  thereout  a  rentrcharge  of  600/.  a  year, 
!^.B.eove-  during  the  vendor's  Ufe,  in  trust  for  the  vendors,  with 
pay  it.  On  powers  of  distress  and  entry,  &c.,  and  subject  thereto, 
A.  fi.'f  death,  to  the  use  of  Fur$e  absolutely.  Mr.  Fur$e  covenanted 
peraonal  estate  to  pay  the  life  annuity,  and  by  an  indenture  of  even  date, 

was  the  pn-      {^^  ^\^q  charged  an  estate  of  his  own,  called  Hartlandf 

Daiy  fund  for 

payment  of  the  With  payment  of  it 

annuity. 

The  testator  died  in  August^  1864,  intestate  as  to  his 
real  and  as  to  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate,  and 
the  question  now  arose,  between  his  heirs  and  next  of 
kin,  which  was  the  primary  fund  for  the  payment  of 
this  annuity.  His  co-heirs  contended,  that  it  was  pay- 
able out  of  the  personal  estate,  and  the  next  of  kin  in- 
sisted, that  it  was  charged  primarily  on  the  Beafard  and 
Hariland  estates. 


Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Surrage^  for  the  Plaintiffs. 
The  annuity  is  payable  out  of  the  personal  estate.  The 
deed  of  coliveyance  recites,  that  the  annuity  was  to  be 
secured  by  the  covenant  of  the  testator  and  by  a  charge. 
The  covenant,  being  mentioned  first,  shews  that  it  was 
the  first  security,  and  the  word  "  secured"  points  to  the 
personal  obligation  alone. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Follett  and  Mn  C.  C.  Barber,  for  the  other  co-  1856. 
heir.  The  security  for  (laymeDt  of  the  annuity  is  three- 
fold :  firsts  the  covenant  by  the  testator  to  pay ;  secondly, 
the  charge  on  the  purchased  estate ;  and  thirdly,  the 
charge  on  the  auxiliary  estate.  Now  the  contract  is 
prima  facie  a  personal  contract,  and  the  covenant  to  pay 
is  absolute,  the  primary  fund,  therefore,  for  payment 
is  the  personal  estate,  as  in  the  case  of  a  mortgage ; 
Bar  ham  v.  Earl  of  Thanet  (a)  ,•  Waring  v.  Ward  (6). 

Mr.  Bagthawe  and  Mr.  Bagskawe,  jun.,  for  some  of 
the  next  of  kin.  The  Beaford  and  Hartland  estates  are 
primarily  liable  to  the  payment  of  the  annuity.  It  is  true, 
that  in  the  recital  of  the  contract  in  the  deed  of  convey- 
ance, the  covenant  is  mentioned  first,  but  then  the  convey- 
ance is  to  the  use  that  the  trustees  shall  receive  and 
take  600/.  a  year  out  of  the  estate,  and  hold  the  same 
on  trust  for  the  vendors.  An  agreement  of  this  kind 
entitles  a  vendor  of  the  land,  not  only  to  the  security  of 
the  charge,  but  to  the  covenant  of  the  purchaser  for  the 
payment  of  the  annuity ;  Bower  v.  Cooper  (c) ;  but  the 
substantial  contract  was,  that  a  rent-charge  should  be 
granted  out  of  the  estate,  and  that  the  vendor  should  thus 
retain  a  part  of  the  estate.  The  personal  covenant  was  in- 
tended only  to  come  in  aid  of  and  as  a  security  for  the  rent- 
charge.  But  it  is  said,  that  the  contract  is  personal, 
and  the  case  of  a  mortgage  is  referred  to,  in  which  the 
money,  though  charged  on  the  land,  is  payable  out  of 
the  personal  estate,  except  where  the  late  act,  in  certain 
cases,  makes  it  primarily  a  charge  on  the  land.  This 
case  is  not,  however,  similar  to  that  of  a  mortgage, 
it  is  not  one  where  a  mortgagor  raises  money  for  his  own 
purposes  and  secures  its  repayment  by  a  mortgage,  in 
which  case  the  estate  is  merely  pledged  for  the  debt 
which  is  to  be  paid  out  of  the  personal  estate.    Here 

there 

(a)  3  MyL  if  K.  607.  *  (r)  2  Hare,  408. 

(b)  7  Fei .  332,  336. 
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1865.  there  is  do  debt  bot  a  legal  rent-chaige.  When  a 
mortgage  is  given  as  a  security  for  raising  a  som  of 
money  for  a  special  purpose,  and  not  to  secure  a  debt  of 
the  mortgagor,  even  though  the  mortgagor  covenants 
to  pay  the  money,  it  is  not  primarily  payable  out  of 
the  personal  estate.  The  covenant  is  **  merely  a  matter 
of  form  and  only  auxiliary."  In  Graveg  ▼•  Hicks  (a), 
a  father  agreed  to  secure  a  marriage  portion  for  his 
daughter,  and  mortgaged  land  for  that  purpose,  and  he 
covenanted  to  pay  the  money;  it  was  held,  that  the 
mortgaged  land  was  not  to  be  exonerated  out  of  the 
personal  estate.  This  is  a  legal  rent-charge  payable 
out  of  the  estate,  and  the  personal  covenant  is  merely 
thrown  in  as  an  additional  security,  it  being  the  inten- 
tion, that  the  real  estate  should  bear  the  burden ;  Ker 
V.  Clobury{b).  In  HickUng  v.  Bayer  (c\  a  testatrix 
having  bequeathed  leasehold  property,  which  was  held 
subject  to  a  covenant  to  repair,  it  was  held,  on  general 
principles,  that  the  legatee  must  take  it  cum  aneref  and 
subject  to  the  dilapidations  existing  at  the  testatrix's 
death ;  Coote  an  Mortgages  {d  )  was  cited. 

Mr.  Jessel  (in  the  absence  of  Mr.  RaupeU)y  for  the 
testator  s  widow.  This  is  a  case  of  a  simple  rent-charge. 
No  authority  can  be  produced  for  the  position,  that  the 
personal  estate  is  the  primary  fund  to  pay  a  legal  rent- 
charge,  and  it  is  contrary  to  every  principle  to  be  de- 
rived from  the  decided  cases. 

There  are  three  classes  of  cases,  first,  where  the 
money  secured  is  the  debt  of  the  party  securing  it ; 
secondly,  where  it  is  not,  but  arises  from  some  arrange- 
ment, by  which  he  has  agreed  to  secure  it;  and  thirdlyi 
where,  properly  speaking,  there  is  no  debt  at  all,  but  a 
sum  is  to  be  paid  or  raised  under  the  provisions  of  a 

settlement, 

(a)  6  Sim.  398.  (r)  3  Macn,  (^  G.  635. 

(6)  Sugd.  Cone.  View,  137.  {d)  Page  480  (3rd  edit.) 
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settlement^  or  the  like,  and  in  order  to  raise  it,  the  1855. 
owner  of  the  estate,  besides  creating  the  charge,  has 
entered  into  a  covenant  to  pay  it.  According  to  the  de- 
cisions, the  personal  estate  is  primarily  liable,  in  the  first 
case,  but  not  in  the  latter*  Where  the  estate  is  the 
original  and  the  covenant  only  an  additional  and  auxiliary 
security,  there,  as  between  legal  and  personal  repre- 
sentatives, the  first  must  be  exhausted  before  recourse 
can  be  had  to  the  second. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Henry  Stevens,  for  trustees. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  cannot  distinguish  this  from  the  ordinary  case  of 
the  purchase-money  for  an  estate  being  allowed  to  re- 
main a  charge  upon  it  The  case  is  not  embarrassed 
by  the  person  who  advances  the  money  or  allows  it  to 
remain  being  also  the  vendor,  for  if  a  third  party  had 
advanced  the  money  to  purchase  an  estate,  and  in  con- 
sideration of  the  advance  the  purchaser  had  given  him  a 
rent-charge  on  the  estate  and  had  covenanted  to  pay  the 
annuity,!  should  have  had  no  hesitation  in  coming  to  the 
conclusion,  that  this  would  be  a  debt  of  the  purchaser, 
payable  primarily  out  of  his  personal  estate.  Here  a 
debt  was  contracted  by  the  purchaser  to  the  vendor ; 
for  the  purpose  of  securing  it,  he  gave  a  charge  on  the 
estate  and  a  personal  covenant  to  pay  it,  which  bound 
his  personal  estate.  It  can  make  no  difference  whether 
the  purchase-money  was  to  be  paid  in  a  gross  sum,  or 
from  time  to  time,  by  way  of  an  annuity  for  life ;  it  is 
equally  a  debt  and  charge  upon  the  personal  estate,  and 
in  either  case  the  personal  estate  is  the  primary  fund  to 
pay  it. 
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HARRIS  V.  The  NORTH  DEVON  RAILWAY 
COMPANY. 

April  23. 

Dirccton  had    FTlHE  Defendants,  The  North  Devon  Railway  and 

payment  of  Dock  Company,  were  incorporated  by  acts  of  par- 

eaL,  to  tue  for  Uament,  and,  by  the  68th  section  of  the  first  of  those 
tbem  or  forftit  ,       i.  4.    i  1 

and  sell  the      acts,  the  durectors  of  the  company  were  empowered  to 

^J^JI^j  toa^  make  calls  on  shares,  and  it  was  thereby  enacted,  that 

shareholder  to  if  any  owner  of  shares  should  neglect  or  refuse  to  pay 

^m^fiirtber      ^^^  ^^^'^  thereon,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  company 

liability,  on  hit  to  sue  for  and  recover  the  same,  or  to  declare  the  shares  | 

an  abMdute       forfeited^  and  to  order  them  to  be  sold ;  provided  that  I 

forfettore.  He  ^^  advantage  should  be  taken  of  any  forfeiture  without  1 

the  Director!,    giving  notice  to  the  shareholder  in  writing,  and  observ- 

^^J^^JI^  ^     ing  the  other  formalities  therein  mentioned.     In  another  i 

corered  that     of  the  acts,  passed  in  1847,  the  Companies  Clauses 

drcumsta^^  Consolidation  Act  was  incorporated.    The  Plaintiff  was 

refuiedtocom-  ^^  flrgt  ^  registered  proprietor  of  160  shares,  but  these 

Court  declined  were  subsequently  reduced  to  50,  on  which  there  being 

DirMtora  m!^-   ^''^ears  of  calls,  amounting  to  4007.,  unpaid,  a  corre- 

cificallv  to  per-  spondence   relative  thereto    took    place  between  the 

j,^^  '    Plaintiff  and  the  solicitors  of  the  company,  which  re- 

.  The  di«cre-    guUed  in  a  letter  from  the  solicitors  to  the  Plaintiff, 
tion  of  Di- 
rectors to  for-    dated  8th  November,  1854,  and  written  by  the  verbal 

feit  shares  for    ^^^^  ^f  ^.j^^  j,^^^  of  directors,  stating  that  the  directors 

nonpayment  ^  '  ®   ^ 

of  calls  is  a       bad  Come  to  the  determination  of  allowing  the  Plaintiff, 

IroiMd^fOT  the"  '^  ^^  pleased,  to  forfeit  his  shares;  that,  in  default  of 

benefit  of  all     their  receiving  the  arrears,  they  could  of  course  forfeit 

holders.  ^^^  shares  without  his  consent;  but  in  that  case  he  | 

would  be  entitled,  at  any  time  before  the  shares  were 

actually  sold,  to  redeem  them  on  payment  of  arrears, 

&c. ;  that  the  directors  meant,  if  he  wished  a  forfeiture, 

to  require  him  to  renounce  the  right  of  redemption, 

and 


Harris 

V. 
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and  to  consent  to  final  and   complete  forfeiture  and 
surrender ;  that  he  would  then  be  relieved  from  fuither 
liability ;  and  that  if  he  assented  to  the  proposition^  he 
was  to  sign  a  form  of  consent  to  abandon  the  shares.         1*he 
To  this  the  Plaintiff,  by  letter  dated  the  13th  of  the       Railway 
same  month  of  November^  replied,  'that  he  would  be     Company, 
happy  to  have  the  shares  forfeited  on  the  terms  pro- 
posed. 

On  the  24th  of  the  same  month,  however,  the  solicitor 
wrote  to  the  Plaintiff  a  letter,  stating  that,  on  recon- 
sideration of  the  case,  the  board  were  not  prepared  to 
make  a  forfeiture  of  his  shares,  and  in  January  following 
the  Defendants  brought  an  action  against  the  Plaintiff 
for  the  recovery  of  the  arrears.  The  Plaintiff  then 
filed  his  bill  for  a  specific  performance  of  the  agree- 
ment. A  motion,  now  made  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff, 
for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  action,  was  turned  into 
a  motion  for  a  decree. 

From  the  evidence  it  appeared,  that  the  directors  had 
made  the  offer  of  forfeiture,  in  the  belief  of  the  Plaintiff's 
want  of  means  to  pay  the  arrears ;  but  before  the  final 
completion  of  the  forfeiture  and  surrender,  they  dis- 
covered, that  on  the  9th  of  November,  the  Plaintiff  had 
allowed  himself  to  be  nominated  for  the  office  of  Mayor 
of  Barnstaple,  and  though  unsuccessful,  he  was  after- 
wards, on  the  26th  of  December,  1854,  elected  Mayor, 
the  office  having  become  vacant  by  death.  On  that  oc- 
casion, in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  the  Municipal 
Corporation  Act,  he  made  a  declaration,  that  he  was 
seised  or  possessed  of  real  and  personal  estate  to  the 
amount  of  600/.  The  Defendants  thereupon  insisted  on 
payment  of  the  arrears,  and  refused  to  carry  into  efiect 
the  alleged  agreement  to  forfeit. 

VOL.  XX.  c  c  Mr. 
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1856.  Mr.  JR.  Pidmer  and  Mr.  Waller^  for  the  motion,  con- 

tended that  the  agreement  contained  in  the  letters  of 
the  8th  and  13th  of  November^  1854,  constituted  a  bind- 
ing agreement  on  the  Defendants  to  declare  the  fifty 
shares  forfeited,  and  to  release  the  Plaintiff  from  all 
further  liability,  and  consequently  that  it  was  inequit- 
able to  sue  him  at  law  for  the  arrears.  That  the  con- 
tract satisfied  the  l;5th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds 
(29  Car.  2,  c.  3);  for  it  was  in  writing,  and  if  made 
between  private  persons,  was  binding  and  capable  of 
being  enforced,  and  therefore  though  not  signed  by  a 
committee  or  by  two  directors,  as  provided  by  the  97th 
section  of  the  Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act 
(8  Vict.  c.  16),  but  only  by  their  agent,  it  might  be 
enforced.  They  cited  The  Mines  Royal  Society  v. 
Magnay  (a). 

Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  C.  M.Roupell,  for  the  Defendants. 
The  declaration  of  forfeiture,  even  if  properly  made  with 
notice  in  writing,  is  not,  until  confirmation  at  a  general 
or  special  general  meeting  of  the  company,  any  defence 
to  an  action  for  calls ;  London  and  Brighton  Railway 
Company  v.  Fairclough{h)f  and  forfeiture  is  not  a  substi- 
tutional but  a  cumulative  remedy ;  Great  Northern  Rail- 
way Company  v.  Kennedy  (c) ;  an  injunction  therefore 
cannot  be  granted.  The  alleged  contract  is  not  conform- 
able with  the  requisites  of  the  97th  section  of  the  Com- 
panies Clauses  Consolidation  Act  (8  VicU  c.  16);  and 
even  if  it  were  so,  it  is  not  an  agreement  of  which  specific 
performance  can  be  enforced,  for  the  directors  had  no 
power,  under  the  circumstances,  to  enter  into  it,  or  to  re- 
lease any  shareholders  from  payment  of  calls  upon  their 
shares  or  from  the  obligations  of  ownership.    The  duty 

of 

(•)  24  L.  J.  (Exch.yi.  (c)  6  RaUw.  Com.  6;  4  JSrcA. 

(6)  3  Scott,  N.  A.  68 ;  2  Man,      417. 
^  Gr.  674;  2  RaUw.  Cos.  544. 
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of  the  directors  is  to  sue  for  and  get  in  the  calls  upon        1865. 
the  shares,  but  not  to  arrange  with  proprietors  to  release 
them  from  obligations  in  which  the  other  shareholders 
are  interested.    There  is  nothing  to  take  this  case  out         T^^^ 
of  the  ordinary  jurisdiction  of  a  Court  of  Common  Law,.      Railway 
and  bring  it  into  equity.     It  is  a  contract  to  acquire      Company, 
shares  of  a  shareholder  for  a  particular  consideration,  or 
to  buy  the  shares  at  a  particular  price,  the  directors 
had  no  power  so  to  contract.     It  would  be  illegal  and 
nugatory  if  they  purchased  them  direct,  and  even  if 
they  were  surrendered,  the  shareholder  would  not  be 
relieved^  for  the  transaction  would  be  ultra  vires,  unless 
effected  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  act. 

Mr,  72.  Palmer,  in  reply,  insisted  that  the  mere 
declaration  of  forfeiture  was  sufficient,  and  would  ope- 
rate as  such,  and  it  was  only  for  the  benefit  of  the 
shareholder  that  it  was  confirmed  by  a  general  meeting. 
He  referred  to  The  ^Edinburgh,  Leith  and  Newhaven 
Railway  Company  v.  HeblUwhite^a),  The  Birmingham^ 
Bristol  and  Thames  Junction  Railway  Company  v. 
Locke  {b). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  forfeiture  of  shares  in  this 
case  is  not  a  proper  subject  of  contract,  but  a  power 
and  discretion  in  the  directors,  who  are  trustees  for  the 
benefit  of  all  the  shareholders,  which  is  to  be  exercised 
for  the  benefit  of  all  the  shareholders  in  the  company; 
and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  directors  to  direct  a  forfeiture 
when  it  is  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  shareholders,  and 
to  refrain  from  doing  so  when  it  is  not  for  their  benefit. 
They  are  in  so  doing  to  make  use  of  all  the  information 

attainable 

(a)  2    RaUw.    Cat.   237;    6  (6)  1  Q.  R.  Rep.  256. 

Meet,  i  Welt.  707. 
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1855.       attainable  up  to  the  time  when  the  forfeiture  takes 

place,  to  guide  them  in  determining  whether  or  not  it  is 

for  the  benefit  of  the  company.   The  Plaintiff  must  be 

The         taken  to  have  been  aware  that  this  was  the  duty  of  the 
North  Dbvon    .. 

Railway      directors. 


HARftlB 
V, 


Company. 


The  way  I  read  the  letter  is  this : — ^The  directors  say 
to  the  Plaintiff,  **  If  we  forfeit  these  shares,  will  you 
give  up  your  right  to  redeem  them?"  He  says,  "I 
will."  They  are  entitled,  on  further  information  which 
makes  them  think  it  is  an  improper  exercise  of  their 
discretion,  to  say,  "  We  will  not  forfeit  on  those  terms." 
It  is  not  an  agreement  for  valuable  consideration  ;  it  is 
a  case  in  which  trustees  consider  it  beneficial  to  modify 
their  power,  but  before  it  is  carried  into  effect  they  get 
subsequent  information,  which  shows  that  they  cannot 
properly  exercise  that  discretion  in  the  way  proposed, 
and  the  Plaintiff  cannot  compel  them  to  exercise  that 
discretion  by  a  bill  for  specific  performance  of  forfeiture 
on  those  terms. 

I  am  also  of  opinion  that  I  cannot  mix  these  two  acts 
of  parliament  together,  so  as  to  make  this  clause  68 
of  the  first  act  affected  by  the  Companies  Clauses  Con- 
solidation Act,  where  it  is  beneficial  to  the  Plaintiff,  but 
the  contrary  where  it  is  injurious  to  him.  I  am  satisfied 
that  I  must  take  one  act  or  the  other.  If  I  take  the 
first  act,  there  was  no  forfeiture  until  confirmed  by  the 
general  meeting ;  on  the  second  act,  whether  that  be  so 
or  not,  an  action  may  still  be  brought  for  the  calls  due. 

I  do  not  pursue  the  consideration  of  this  case  any 
further,  because  I  think  that  it  is  not  one  for  the  exercise 
of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court. 

Dismiss  the  bill  without  costs. 
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MORLAND  t;.  ISAAC. 

AprU  26. 
TN  April  and  May,  ISSO^  the  Defendant/  an  army-  AtradeBman 

•^  contractor  and  outfitter,  supplied  goods  on  credit  to  U'jjj,  debtor  * 

Lieutenant  Walker ^  who  was  then  about  to  go  abroad,  in  bis  own 

On  the  4th  of  June,  the  Defendant  delivered  him  a  charged  the 

signed  account,  and  on  the  10th  of  June,  the  Defendant,  ^^^^^  ^^^ 
**  F      .  »  ijjg  premiuina, 

with  Walker*8  knowledge,  who  attended  at  the  Insur-  but  they  were 

ance  Office  for  that  purpose,  effected  a  policy  on  the  jlf^^^onth^ 

life  of  Walker  fof  500Z.  in  the  Defendant's  own  name,  death  of  the 

In  the  account  delivered   one  of  the  items  debited  c^artbeld,that 

was  this :— "  1860,  May  13,  Sum  paid  for  insurance,  ^"  representa- 
1  ^«   o     A  ttt      nr  «#  11.11        .         •  I  1       tives  were  en- 

14/.  6s.  8a.       Walker  was  debited  therein  with  twelve  titled  to  the 

months'  interest,  making  together  the  sum   of  169/.  ^^"^'XV^* 
Ids.  8J.,  and  he  was  credited  with  a  draft  for  169/.  payment  of 
19«.  8d.,  payable  twelve  months  after  date.  p«mfumr'* 

There  ia  a 

Soon  after.  Walker  went  to  Canada.    Two  letters  tween  a  policy 

were  written  to  him  there  by  the  Defendant.     The  first,  effected  to 

secure  a  debt 
dated  25th  April,  1851,  was  as  follows: — "Sir,  We  and  one  to 

regret  to  be  under  the  necessity  of  again  addressing  !*^jj*  *°  "*" 
you  upon  the  subject  of  our  account,  but  we  cannot 
allow  it  to  remain  without  coming  to  some  kind  of 
arrangement  in  the  matter ;  unless,  therefore,  some  satis- 
factory settlement  is  made  immediately,  more  especially 
with  regard  to  your  overdue  acceptance,  we  shall  have  no 
other  resource  but  to  lay  the  whole  case  before  the 
Master-General  of  fhe  Ordnance,  and  leave  the  matter 
to  his  adjudication."  The  second  letter,  dated  10th 
November,  1851,  was  as  follows: — "Dear  Sir,  Many 
months  having  passed  since  you  embarked,  and  as  we 

have 
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have  made  repeated  applications  without  receiving  from 
you  an  answer,  we  apply  again  and  ask  you  to  pay  your 
dishonoured  draft,  as  also  the  sum  paid  for  your  tiutcr- 
ance.  It  is  our  intention,  should  you  fail  to  reply  to 
this,  to  place  the  matter  in  other  hands.  With  reference 
to  your  account  this  is  considerably  overdue/'  &c. 

Walker  died  in  Canada,  in  March,  1852,  without  hav- 
ing discharged  the  debt  The  Defendant  Isaac  received 
the  500/.  on  the  policy,  and  claimed  the  whole,  on  the 
ground  that  it  had  been  effected  by  himself  and  for  his 
own  benefit.  The  Defendant  denied  that  any  express 
agreement  bad  ever  been  made  between  him  and  Walker, 
either  as  to  the  amount  to  be  insured  (which  was  to  be 
entirely  at  the  Defendant's  discretion),  or  the  ownership 
of  the  policy,  or  payment  of  the  premiums ;  but  it  was 
clearly  understood  by  the  Defendant,  and,  he  believed, 
also  by  Walker,  that  the  policy  was  the  Defendant's,  and 
with  respect  to  the  payment  of  the  premiums,  that  it 
should,  in  the  first  instance,  be  made  by  the  Defendant; 
and  it  was  fully  understood,  that  the  moneys  assured  by 
the  policy  should  remain  the  Defendant's  own  absolute 
property.  The  Defendant's  understanding  and  inten- 
tion was,  as  he  alleged,  that  if  Walker  should,  in  his 
lifetime,  pay  off  the  debt  and  premiums  and  expenses 
of  insurance,  he  should  be  at  liberty  to  do  so,  and  in 
that  case,  the  Defendant  would  either  have  dropped  the 
insurance  or  transferred  the  policy  to  Walker.  He  also 
stated,  that  the  entry  in  the  account  of  the  item  of 
14/.  6s,  Sd,  for  insurance  was  a  mistake. 

Mr.  Bright,  in  the  absence  of  Mr.  R.  Palmer,  for  the 
Plaintiff,  argued,  that  the  claim  advanced  by  the  De- 
fendant to  be  entitled  to  the  produce  of  the  policy  for 
his  own  benefit,  was  quite  inconsistent  with  the  facts, 

and 
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and  the  accounts  and  letters  of  the  Defendant  himself,        ^§55 
in  which  he  had  treated  Walker  as  liable  to  pay  the      ^"^/^^ 
amount  of  the  premiums.    Tliat  if  such  were  the  case,     Mohland 
the  policy  was  a  mere  security  for  the  debt,  and  that        Isaac. 
the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  balance  of  the  produce 
of  the  policy  after  discharging  the  debt.     Secondly, 
he  argued,  that  the  documents  evidenced  a  constructive 
trust;  Forster  y.  Halefja),     He  also  referred  to  Lea  v. 
Hinton  (6),  which  he  stated  had  been  aflSrmed. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Haddan,  for  the  Defendant. 
Prim&  facie  a  policy  effected  by  A.  in  his  own  name, 
on  JB.^M  life,  belongs  to  A.,  and  the  mere  proof  that  some 
of  the  premiums  were  paid  by  J3.  does  not  rebut  the 
presumption ;  Triston  v.  Hardey  (c).  To  establish  an 
ownership  in  Walker  a  contract  must  be  proved  that 
he  would  pay,  and  an  obligation  on  him  to  keep 
up  the  insurance.  No  such  contract  is  proved,  and 
its  existence  is  positively  denied  by  the  Defendant.  It 
is  true,  that  the  premium  was  charged  in  the  account, 
but  it  was  never  paid,  and  nothing  was  done  by  Walker 
to  recognize  the  payment  on  his  behalf,  or  to  render 
himself  bound  to  keep  up  the  policy.  The  first  charge 
is  sworn  to  have  been  made  by  mistake,  and  the  other 
was  never  assented  to.  The  policy  was  not  effected  in 
pursuance  of  any  contract,  and,  unless  the  Plaintiff  es- 
tablishes some  subsequent  contract  which  proves  the 
ownership  to  have  been  in  Walker^  he  has  no  right  to 
any  part  of  the  produce  of  the  policy  on  paying  off  the 
debt;  Gotlieb  v.  Cranch (d).  The  attendance  of  Walker 
at  the  insurance  office  proves  nothing ;  it  was  a  mere  com- 
pliance with  one  of  the  requirements  necessary  to  effect 
any  policy.  The  Defendant  might  have  dropped  or  con- 
tinued 

(o)  3  Vet.  696 ;  5  Ves.  30S.  (r)  14  Beatf.  232. 

(6)  19  Beao.  324.  (</}  4  De  G.  M.  if  G.  440. 
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1866. 


tiDued  the  policy  at  bis  pleasure,  and  the  legal  owner- 
ship of  the  policy  remains  in  the  Defendant  unaffected 
by  any  trust  They  cited  Burridgt  v.  Row  (a) ;  Godsal 
y.BolderoQ}). 


The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  decree.  It  has 
been  justly  observed,  during  the  argument,  that  this 
matter  depends  on  the  contract  between  the  parties. 
This,  however,  may  either  be  expressed  in  writing  or  by 
parol,  or  it  may  be  inferred  from  the  acts  and  dealings 
between  the  parties,  from  which  a  contract  between 
them  may  appear. 


There  is  a  distinction  between  an  assurance  to  secure 
a  debt  and  one  to  secure  the  payment  of  an  annuity. 
In  the  case  of  an  annuity  the  grantee  is  at  liberty  to 
effect  an  insurance  or  not;  it  is  a  distinct  contract 
which  diminishes  his  profits  to  the  extent  of  the  pre- 
miums, the  amount  of  which  the  grantee  cannot  re- 
cover from  the  grantor.  Thus,  if  the  grantee  of  an 
annuity  of  100/.  a  year  pays  6Z.  a  year  for  insurance, 
he  cannot  charge  it  against  the  grantor,  but  it  must 
come  out  of  his  own  pocket.  The  object  of  an  in- 
surance, in  the  case  of  an  annuity,  is  to  indemnify  the 
grantee  against  the  premature  death  of  the  grantor,  and 
in  such  a  case,  it  requires  strong  facts  to  bring  one  to 
the  conclusion,  that  it  was  incumbent  on  the  grantee 
to  keep  it  on  foot  and  to  assign  the  policy  to  the 
grantor  upon  his  redeeming  the  annuity. 

The 


(a)  1  Toungt  *  C.  (C.  C.) 
183. 

(6)  9  £a«r,  72,  revefBed  by 
Dalinf  V.  The  India  and  London 


Life  Assurance  Company,  24  L. 
J.,  C.  P.,  2,  and  Law  v.  The 
London  Indisputable  Life  Policy 
Company,  1  Kay  ifJohnMon^  223. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


393 


The  case  is  difTerent  where  a  creditor  insares  the  life 
of  his  debtor.  If  the  creditor  pays  the  premium  out  of 
his  own  pockety  the  case  is  analogous  to  that  of  the 
annuitant ;  but  if  he  makes  the  debtor  pay  them  the 
case  is  perfectly  different. 

The  Plaintiff  stands  in  the  same  situation  in  which 
Walker  would  stand  if  he  were  now  alive  and  came 
forward  and  said, ''  I  am  willing  to  pay  you  the  amount 
of  the  bill  and  all  premiums  on  the  policy,  and  I  require 
you  to  assign  it  to  me.*'  The  case  of  the  Defendant  is, 
that  the  understanding  was,  that  he  should  be  at  liberty 
to  do  so,  and  in  that  case  the  Defendant  would  either 
have  dropped  the  insurance  or  transferred  the  policy  to 
Walker.  Now,  that  is  exactly  what  the  Plaintiff  is 
asking  in  this  case.  He  says,  "  I  will  pay  the  total 
amount  of  the  bill  and  of  the  premiums,  and  I  ask  you 
to  transfer  the  produce  of  the  policy  to  me.'*  Neither 
Walker,  nor  the  Plaintiff,  would  be  entitled  to  this, 
unless  there  had  been  that  which  amounted  to  an  un- 
derstanding and  agreement  between  the  Defendant  and 
Walker,  that  Walker  should  pay  the  premiums,  for  if 
not,  the  creditor  would  have  taken  on  himself  the  risk, 
and  might  say  to  the  debtor,  '*  You  have  nothing  to  do 
with  the  policy." 


1866. 


What  are  the  facts  of  this  case  ?  The  Defendant  tells 
Walker  he  will  insure  his  life,  and  he  gets  him  to  attend 
at  the  insurance  office.  Walker,  therefore,  bad  know- 
ledge that  the  policy  was  effected.  An  account  is  de- 
livered at  the  time,  in  which  Walker  is  charged  with 
"the  sum  paid  for  insurance."  In  November,  1861,  a 
letter  is  written  by  the  Defendant  to  Walker,  requiring 
payment  "  of  your  dishonoured  draft,  as  also  the  sum 
paid  for  your  insurance."  This  evidently  refers  to  the 
second  premium  on  the  policy,  for  the  letter  proceeds, 

"  with 
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''with  reference  to  your  sccoant,  this  is  considerably 
overdue/'  It  therefore  refers  to  the  account  previously 
senty  which  contains  the  item  for  the  first  premium.  I 
hold  it  clear,  therefore,  that  this  letter  refers  to  the 
second  premium. 

If  Walker  had  been  sued,  could  he  have  successfully 
resisted  paying  the  premiums  ?  The  answer  would  be, 
''  You  knew  the  policy  was  to  be  effected ;  you  attended 
the  office ;  the  account  was  delivered  to  you,  in  which 
the  payment  was  charged ;  you  made  no  complaint,  and 
did  not  say  you  were  not  liable  :  a  second  account  was 
sent,  and  again  you  made  no  complaint."  How,  after 
all  this,  could  he  say  he  was  not  liable  ?  If,  then,  he  was 
bound  to  pay  the  premiums,  is  he  not  entitled  to  have  the 
produce  of  those  payments  ?  According  to  the  Defend- 
ant*s  contention,  if  this  matter  had  gone  on  for  twenty 
years,  and  the  Defendant  had  charged  Walker  with  all 
the  payments,  he  might  now  refuse  to  assign  over  the 
policy.  The  Defendant  would,  I  think,  have  had  a  right 
to  deduct  the  amount  of  his  bill,  and  the  amount  paid 
for  the  insurance,  but  the  balance  would  belong  to 
Walker. 

The  Plaintiff  stands  exactly  in  the  same  situation  as 
Walker.  This  policy  was  a  security  for  the  debt  and 
the  premiums,  and  I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that,  on 
payment  of  all  that  is  due  to  the  Defendant,  the  Plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  the  balance. 

The  Defendant  must  pay  the  costs  of  suit 

Note.— See  Henton  v.  Biackwell,  4  Hare,  434;  Brown  ▼.  Free- 
man, 4  De  Gtx  4*  <S.  444;  and  Ex  parte  Lancaiier,  ibid,  524. 
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HUGHES  V.  KEY,  his  Wife  and  ADDISON. 

AprU  20. 

TN  1839,  on  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Key^  a  sum  A  tnut  fund 

•*-    of  1,000/.,  to  which  she  was  entitled,  under  the  J^an^fe*^^^ 

will  of  her  father,  was  assigned  to  Hughes  Kud  Addison,  children  in 

on  trust  for  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Key,  for  their  lives,  and  after-  received  by  the 

wards  for  their  children.    The  money  was  secured  by  }»u«b«nd,  and 

^  ^  lent  by  him  to 

the  bond  of  Lord  71,  which  was  paid  off  in  1844,  and  hii  brother. 

the  amount  received  by  Mr.  Key,  and  by  him  lent  to  ^^^  ®?*^ 

bis  brother.  the  other  true- 

tee,  the  hat- 
band and  wife, 
There  were  seven  children  of  the  marriage.    Addison  and  omitting 

having  refused  to  concur  with  the  Plaintiff  in  compel-  children,  held 

ling  repayment  of  the  money,  the  Plaintiff  filed  this  •u'toinable, 

bill  against  Mr.  and   Mrs.   Key  and  Addison  alone,  was  made 

alleging  some  concurrence  by  Addison  in  the  payment  J^JJ^ndl  re- 

of  the  money  to  Key,  and  praying  that  Mr.  Key  might  serriog  all 

be  ordered  to  pay  the  amount  J^  broSer*' 

and  the  tnx»- 
tees. 
Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  RudaU,  for  the   Plaintiff.      The  co-trut- 

The    Plaintiff    had    no  knowledge  whatever   of  the  tee,  who  had 

^  not  jomed  as 

transaction  until  a  considerable  time  after,  when  he  was  co-plaintiff, 

informed  of  it  by  Mrs.  Key.    He  is  not,  therefore,  pri-  ^"JJ* 
manly  liable  for  the  breach  of  trust,  though  he  would 
become  responsible,  if  he  neglected  to  take  the  neces- 
sary steps  to  compel  the  restoration  of  the  trust  fund, 
consequently  it  was  necessary  for  him  to  file  the  bill. 

Mr.  Hoare,  for  the  Defendants.  Every  party  to  a 
breach  of  trust  is  primarily  liable,  and  there  ought  to 
be  a  decree  against  all.  The  brother  of  Mr.  Key,  in 
whose  hands  the  money  now  remains,  is  not  a  party  to 

the 
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the  Buity  as  he  ought  to  have  been.  AddUan  has  re- 
ceived nothing;  he  is  culpable  in  the  same  degree  as 
the  Plaintiff.     He  ought  to  have  his  costs. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

This,  as  regards  the  Defendant  James  Key,  is  a 
very  simple  case,  though,  unfortunately,  one  of  very 
frequent  occurrence. 

Here,  a  sum  of  1,000/.,  payable  to  a  lady  under  the 
will  of  her  father,  is,  by  her  marriage  settlement,  settled 
on  certain  trusts,  to  the  benefit  of  herself  for  life,  and 
then  of  her  husband  for  life,  and  afterwards  of  the  chil- 
di'en  of  the  marriage.  It  was  the  duty,  no  doubt,  of 
the  trustees,  to  call  in  that  money,  and  when  paid,  to 
have  invested  it  on  the  trusts  of  the  settlement.  The 
executors  of  the  father  of  the  lady  unfortunately  pay  it 
directly  to  the  husband,  who  lends  it  to  his  brother,  and 
this  suit  is  instituted  by  one  of  the  trustees  of  the  mar- 
riage settlement,  to  compel  the  husband  to  repay  that 
sum  of  money.  It  is  a  mere  matter  of  course  to  direct 
him  to  repay  it. 

If  no  application  had  been  made  to  him  before  the 
filing  of  the  bill,  and  he  had  always  been  ready  to  pay 
it,  then  this  Court,  although  it  would  undoubtedly  have 
compelled  him  to  pay  the  money,  would  have  paused 
before  it  directed  him  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit.  But 
the  very  opposite  is  the  case.  Here  he  is  told  that  the 
suit  will  be  absolutely  necessary,  unless  he  repays  the 
money,  and  an  application  will  be  made  to  the  Court 
of  Chancery  against  him.  He  does  not  choose  to  pay 
it,  but  he  makes  a  suit  for  replacing  the  fund  for  the 
benefit  of  the  cestuis  que  trust  necessary.  I  therefore 
entertain  no  doubt  that  this  Court  must  make  a  decree 

against 
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against  bim^  not  only  to  replace  the  money,  but  also  to 
pay  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

With  respect  to  Addison  and  the  Plaintiff^  I  do  not 
now  propose  to  make  a  decree,  because  I  do  not  know 
what  may  be  the  result  of  the  proceeding.  I  assume 
that  James  Key  will  pay  the  money,  and  that  no  ques- 
tion will  arise  as  to  the  trustees.  There  is  no  case  now 
to  fix  the  Plaintiff,  but  the  decree  I  make  in  this  case 
will  not  affect  or  exonerate  him,  if  he  be  liable  to  his 
cestuis  que  trust  in  respect  of  this  transaction.  If  James 
Key  should  not  repay  the  money  the  plaintiff^s  liability 
will  remain  undischarged,  and  the  sev^n  children  of  the 
marriage,  who  are  all  infants,  may,  at  any  time,  file  a 
bill  to  compel  him  to  repay  the  money,  assuming  him 
to  be  liable,  as  to  which  I  do  not  intimate  any  opinion. 

I  do  not  intend  to  decide  any  matter  hypothetically, 
without  seeing  what  the  result  may  be.  Therefore  I 
suspend  all  expressions  of  opinion  on  that  subject,  but 
will  give  liberty  to  apply  as  the  case  may  occur.  1  now 
direct  the  money  to  be  paid  into  Court,  and  reinvested 
on  the  trusts  of  the  settlement 
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I  cannot  give  Mr.  Addison  his  costs,  because,  on  his 
own  allegationi  he  is  an  innocent  trustee ;  and  if  so,  it 
was  clearly  his  duty  to  have  joined  the  Plaintiff  in 
compelling  the  restoration  of  this  money  for  the  benefit 
of  their  cestuis  que  trust*  I  never  allow  an  estate  to  be 
burdened  with  more  than  one  set  of  costs,  by  the  se- 
verance of  two  trustees,  even  if  they  appear  as  Defend- 
ants, unless  there  is  some  very  special  reason  for  their 
so  doing.  If  I  gave  him  his  costs,  James  Key  would 
in  fact  have  to  pay  them,  because  I  should  allow  the 
Plaintiff  to  add  them  to  his  own,  and  have  them  over 
against  Jbmef  Key,    In  my  opinion,  Mr.  Addison  ought 

to 
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1855.  to  bi^v®  joined  as  co-Plaintiff,  for  the  purpose  of  having 
the  sum  of  money  replaced  by  the  hasband,  who  in  fact 
received  it. 


Note.— See  Franco  ▼.  Franco,  3  Vet,  75 ;   Greenwood  ▼.  Wake- 
ford,  1  Beav.  576 ;  May  v.  Selbjf,  1  Younge  i  C.  (C.  C.)  235. 


April  19. 


LEWIS  «.  DUNCOMBE. 


In  a  mortgage  TN  1844,-  the  Plaintiff  obtained  a  judgment  against 
•uitbya  judg-    I     -,  \        ^  ^  .  .     .   .7 .  . 

ment  creditor  Duncombe,  who  was  now  tenant  m  tail  in  possession 

of  a  tenant  in  of  some  real  estate,  and  this  bill  was  filed  by  the  Plain- 

tailmpoeaet-  .-« 

tion,  the  latter  tiff  to  realize  his  charge  on  the  property. 

was  ordered  to 

entailing  deed,      ^r.  i2.  Palmer^  for  the  Plaintiff,  asked  that  the  tenant 

in  "J®!:^^      in  tail  might  be  orderec^to  execute  a  disentailing  deed 

to  the  plain-      under  the  Fines  and  Recoveries  Act  (3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  74), 

tiff'acSarge.     obgerving  that  the  1  &  2  Vict  c.  110,  s.  13,  made  the 

judgment  a  charge  on  the  land  as  against  the  issue  in 

tail  and  the  subsequent  remainderman,  still  that,  in  the 

event  of  the  Defendant's  death,  they  would  not  be 

wholly  barred,  except  by  the  execution  of  such  a  deed. 

Mr.  Duncombe  did  not  appear. 

Mr.  StevenSf  for  prior  incumbrancers. 

Mr.  J,  V.  Prior ^  for  a  disclaiming  Defendant. 

Mr.  Sauthgate  said,  his  impression  was  that  a  disen- 
tailing deed  had  already  been  executed. 

The  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls.     Let  the    Defendant 
.   execute  a  disentailing  deed,  if  none  has  already  been 
executed. 
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SULLIVAN  V.  BEVAN. 

April  21,  23. 

A  N  order  was  made  for  the  administration  of  the  estate  A  limple  con- 

"^^  of  the  intestate,  upon  the  application  of  a  simple  obtained  an  ' 

contract  creditor.     The  estate  was  greatly  insolvent,  and  ^^^^^  ^  *^* 
1  1       ^  ,         ,     .   .  .  ,     ,^«,   minitter  the 

the  amount  due  from  the  admmistratnx  was  only  169/.  intestate's 

It  was  now  9upposed  that  this  sum  would  be  insufficient  ®J**^-   cU  had 

to  pay  the  only  specialty  debt  which  had  been  proved  notice  that  the 

and   the  costs  of   the   administratrix.      Pending  the  gufficlentto"" 

proceedings,  notice  was  given  to  the  Plaintiff  of  the  P«y  the  spe- 

state  of  the  assets  and  of  the  claims  of  the  specialty  ^q ^  (^^  cogts 

creditor,  but  he  continued  the  prosecution  of  the  order,  oftheadmi- 

.  .  nistratnz,  but 

and  under  it  the  specialty  creditor  came  in  and  proved,    he  still  per- 
sisted in  prose- 

The  case  now  came  on  upon  the  certificate  of  the  Heldfthat  the' 

Chief  Clerk.  '""^. '"?"•*  ^ 

applied,  first, 

in  paying  the 

Mr.  Sheffield,  for  the  Plaintiff,  argued,  that  his  costs  costs  of  the 

ought  to  be  paid  in  priority  of  the  debt  of  the  specialty  then  in'paying 

creditor,  who  had  come  in  and  taken  the  benefit  of  the  ^^«  Plaintiff's 

suit.      He   cited   Larkins   v.   Paxton  (a) ;    Barker  v.  the  notice, 

Wardleifi).  pnd  the  re- 

sidue in  pay- 
ment of  the 
Mr.  Speedy  for  the  Defendant,  argued,  that  the  Plain-  «pecialty  cre- 

tiff,  a  simple  contract  creditor,  could  take  nothing  until 

the  debt  of  the  specialty  creditor,  who  had   priority 

over  him,  had  been  provided  for.     He  cited  Bluett  v. 

Jessop  (c). 

The  Masteb  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case,  the  Plaintiff,  before  he  prosecuted  the 

order, 
(fl)  ^%/.  4-  K,  320.    (6)  2  MyL  if  K.  818.     (c)  Jacob,  240. 
VOL.  XX.  D  D 
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order,  was  informed  what  the  state  of  the  assets  was, 
and  the  claims  of  the  specialty  creditor;  and  he  pro- 
secuted it  subsequently  at  his  own  peril.  No  doubt,  in 
this  case,  the  administratrix  must  be  paid  her  costs  in 
the  first  instance,  then  the  Plaintiff  his  costs  up  to  the 
notice,  the  specialty  creditor  is  then  entitled  to  be  paid 
his  debt,  and  the  residue,  if  any,  will  be  divided  amongst 
the  simple  contract  creditors. 


BAYNE  V.  CROWTHER. 

AprU  26. 
Bequest  for       HPHE  testatrix  bequeathed  a  leasehold  house  to  her 

iiance"*ofa  executor,  upon  the  following  trusts: — "  As  to  one 

child,  held  not  moiety  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  in  trust  to  pay 

death^but  to  *  ^^^  ^ame  to  my  niece,  Martha  Savage,  for  her  life,  and 

pass  to  his  re-    ^ls  to  the  other  moiety  of  the  said  rents  and  profits,  in 
preseiitative.  "*  wt^.,.        U,  « 

'    trust  to  pay  the  same  to  my  nephew,  William  Crowther, 


Bequest  of 
leaseholds,  in 
trust  to  pay 
half  of  the 
rents  to  A,  for 
life,  and  the 
other  half  to 
B.  for  life,  and 
in  case  of  the 


for  life ;  and  in  the  event  of  the  decease  of  either  of 
them,  my  said  nephew  or  niece,  the  share  of  the  said 
rents  of  him  or  her  so  dying  to  be  paid  and  applied  for 
the  maintenance  of  his  or  her  children  or  child,  until  the 
decease  of  the  survivor  of  my  said  nephew  or  niece, 

death  of  either,  ^^^  ^f^^  ^jj^  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them,  then  upon 
his  share  of  i  j 

the  rents "  to    trust,  that  my  said   trustee    '*  do  sell  the   house  and 

applied  for  the  Premises,  and  do  and  shall  pay  the  money  arising  there- 

— " from,  equally,  between  the  children  of  my  said  nephew 

and  niece  for  their  absolute  use  and  benefit." 


maintenance 
of  his  child- 
ren," until  the 
decease  of  the 
survivor  of  A. 
and  B.f  and 
then  to  sell 
and  divide 
equally  be- 
tween the  children  of  A,  and  B.     After  the  death  of  A,t  one  of  his  children  died. 
Held,  that  his  representative  waa  entitled  to  a  share  in  the  rents  until  the  death  of  B. 


In  a  subsequent  part  of  his  will,  he  gave  a  legacy  to 

William 
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William  Crdwiher  for  life,  and  after  his  decease  between        1866. 
his  two  cliildren  by  name^  viz.  to  Charles  Jamtt  aiid 
Cordelia  Crowlher. 

The  testatrix  died  in  1842,  Cordelia  Crowther  at- 
tained twenty-one  and  married,  and  she  died  in  1860. 
Her  father,  William  Crowther,  died  in  1864,  and  Martha 
Savage  and  Charles  James  Crowther  were  still  living. 
In  this  suit,  the  legal  personal  representative  of  Cor- 
delia^  claimed  one  half  of  a  moiety  of  the  rents  of  the 
leasehold  during  the  life  of  Martha  Savage. 

Mr.  G.  L  Russell,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  HcHlettf  for  Charles  James  Crowther. 

Mr.  Ware,  for  the  representative  of  Cordelia,  cited 
Webb  V.  Ketty  (a),  and  Lewes  v.  Lewes  (b), 

Mr.  Halletty  in  reply. 

The  Masteb  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  this  was  a  vested  interest  in  the  two  children. 
The  difficulty  arises  on  the  \Vord  ''  maintenance  ;*'  but 
there  is  no  direction  that  it  should  cease  when  the 
minority  ceased.  The  rents  of  the  leaseholds  are  to  be 
**  paid  and  applied  for  the  maintenance"  of  the  children ; 
that  is,  to  be  applied  for  their  benefit  while  infants,  and 
to  be  paid  to  them  if  adult ;  the  fact,  therefore,  of  one 
dying  does  not  prevent  his  legal  personal  representative 
taking  the  benefit  of  the  bequest.  Mr.  Waris  argument 
is,  that  if  both  died  there  would  be  no  intestacy,  and  why 
should  the  result  be  diflferient  if  one  only  died  ?  Why 
should  there  be  an  ititestacy  in  one  case  and  not  in  the 
other? 

I  am 

(a)  9  Sim,  469.  (6)  16  Sim.  266. 

D  d2 
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I  am  or  opinion,  that  the  children  took  vested  in- 
terestSy  and  that  the  legal  personal  representative  of 
Cordelia  is  now  entitled  to  one  half  of  the  rents  which 
were  given  to  her  &ther,  WiUiam  Crowther,  for  life. 


April  30. 

A  witness,  ex- 
amined under 
a  bill  to  per- 
petuate testi- 
mony, was 
very  old,  and 
unable, 
through  ill- 
ness, to  leave 
bis  home  with- 
out danger; 
another  was 
resident  in  Ca- 
nada.   Their 
depositions 
were  ordered 
to  be  pub- 
lished, and 
produced  at 
the  trial,  about 
to  take  place, 
and  that  either 
party  might 
make  sucn  use 
of  them**  as 
by  law  they 
can. 


BIDDULPH  V.  Lord  CAMOYS. 

A  N  OTHER  motion  was  made  in  this  cause,  for  the 
"^^  publication  of  the  depositions  of  witnesses  taken 
in  a  suit  to  perpetuate  testimony,  in  order  that  they 
might  be  used  on  a  trial  of  an  ejectment  at  the  next 
assizes.  Amongst  them,  it  was  asked  that  those  of 
John  Hammond  might  be  published,  as  to  whom  the 
Court,  on  the  former  occasion  (a),  considered  the  evi- 
dence insufficient. 

There  was  now  the  additional  evidence  of  the  medical 
attendant  of  John  Hammond,  who  stated,  that  Ham- 
mond had  told  him  and  he  believed  it  to  be  true, 
that  he  was  in  the  eighty-fifth  year  of  his  age.  The 
witness  then  stated  as  follows : — **  He  is  almost  stone 
blind ;  he  has  not  left  his  house  for  the  last  three 
years ;  he  has,  at  intervals,  during  the  last  three  months, 
been  confined  from  ill  health  to  his  bedroom,  and  he 
has,  during  such  last-mentioned  period,  been  obliged, 
for  the  same  reason,  to  keep  his  bed  for  seven  weeks 
together.  He  is  now  suflPering  from  such  extreme 
general  debility,  and  his  general  bodily  infirmity  is  such, 
that  it  would  be  highly  dangerous  for  him  to  attempt  to 
leave  home  for  the  present,  nor  do  I  believe  be  will, 
under  any  circumstances,   be  able  to  do  so  without 

danger 
(a)  19  Beav.  467. 
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danger  to  his  health,  for  the  next  six  months,  at  the       I855, 
least"  ^^^ 

BiDDULPH 
O. 

It  was  also  asked,  that  the  depositions  of  another  wit- 
ness, Margaret  Llewellyn^  might  be  published.  She  was 
resident  in  Canada^  and  her  sister  deposed,  '*  that  it  was 
not  likely  that  she  would  return  to  England^  but  if  she 
should  return  at  all,  it  would  certainly  not  be  for  many 
years  to  come.*' 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Bagshawe,  for  the  Plaintiff, 
in  support  of  the  motion.  The  case  of  Hammond  is 
governed  by  Morrison  v.  Arnold  (a),  he  being  incapable 
of  travelling.  Llewellyn  is  abroad  and  likely  to  remain 
there,  and  cannot  be  compelled  to  come  and  be  ex- 
amined vivd  voce  at  the  trial.  It  is  therefore  right  that 
her  depositions  should  also  be  published.  Barnsdale  v. 
Lowe(jb)  was  also  referred  to. 


Mr.  RaupeU  and  Mr.  Fleming,  conird,  for  Lord  Camoys, 
argued,  that  the  depositions  in  question  ought  not  to 
be  published,  as  the  Plaintiff  had  now  the  power  of 
examining  the  witnesses  openly,  under  a  commission 
issued  by  the  Common  Law  Court  by  virtue  of  the 
statute  (c),  and  that  it  was  only  in  the  event  of  the  im- 
possibility of  a  witness  being  examined  openly,  that  this 
Court  would  permit  depositions  taken  secretly  to  be 
published  and  used. 

Mr.  Ellison,  for  assignees. 

The 


(a)  19  Vet.  669.  (c)  1  WiU.  4,  e.  22.    See  1 

(6)  2  Rtiti.  if  MyL  142.  Ctut.  Siaivtei,  1120. 
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Vtf^/«^/  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

BiDDULPH 

,    ,  JIf*  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the 

Lord  C  A  MOTS. 

order,  and  that  the  case  comes  within  the  rule  of  the 

authorities  cited.  You  cannot  have  the  benefit  of  the 
evidence  given  in  a  suit  to  perpetuate  testimony^  if  you 
can  get  the  witness  examined  vivd  voce;  but  if  a  wit- 
ness cannot  travel  without  danger  to  his  health,  he  can« 
not  give  his  evidence  in  open  Court;  he  is  prevented 
from  attending. 

The  statute  referred  to  does  not  take  away  the  juris- 
diction which  the  Court  always  exercised,  i|i  suits  to 
perpetuate  testimony,  before  the  statute  passed.  I  do 
not,  therefore,  consider  it  any  reason  why,  when  testi- 
mony has  been  taken,  the  Plaintiff  should  not  have  an 
order  to  publish  it.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  the  order. 


ABSTRACT  OF  ORDER. 

Order  publication,  and  that  the  proper  officer  attend  with  the  record 
and  depoeition,  and  that  either  of  the  parties  may  make  luch  uie  of 
them  *'  tiMhy  law  Ihey  can." 
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DAVIS  V.  Earl  of  DYSART.  March  7.  8. 

April  26. 
T>  Y  this  bill,  the  Plaintiff,  Mr.  Davis^  sought  simply  Any  remain- 
-'-'     to  compel  the  Defendant,  the  Earl  of  Dysart,  to  J^^^^^eS 
produce  the  deeds  and  documents  relating  to  his  estates,  may  maintain 
The  Plaintiff  insisted^  that  these  estates  stood  limited  ^\^^  tenant  for 

to  the  Earl  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  son  Lord  life,  for  the  fole 

Surpot6  of  pro- 
uction  and  in- 
deed of  the  18th  ot  November,  1841,  mortgaged  these  J^^f^^n'^^^i* 

estates  to  him,  the  Plaintiff.  title.    If  the 

tenant  for  life 
suggests  that 
In  the  argument,  the  estates  were  divided  into  three  the  purpose  for 

classes,  and  were  very  conveniently  distinguished  as"  the  tion  is  re- 

EarllioneVs  estates;*  ''the  Earl  Wilbraham's  estates/'  quired  is  im- 

proper,  the 

and  ''  Sir  ffilliam  Tollemaches  estates.''  onus  is  on  him 

to  shew  it. 

The  Defendant  contended,  that  the  interest  of  Lord  howeverVonly 

Huntingtower  in  the  first  estates  had  been  barred  by  a  ®*"*?  ^^^^  , 

^  .         .  "^       the  title  of  the 

prior  tenant  m  tail ;  that  Lord  Huntingtower  s  mterest  remainderman 

in  the  second  estetes  bad   been  forfeited  by  a  non-com-  fo"°f  [j,^"^ 

pliance  with  a  condition,  but  he  did  not  dispute  Lord  a  reasonable 

Huntingtower* s  title  to  the  third  class  of  estates.     In  gating  his  title, 

setting  out  the  title  to  these  estates,  it  is  proposed  to  he  cannot  com- 

omit  all  the  facts  and  limitations  not  bearing  on  the     Themort-  ' 

question,  and  it  will  be  convenient,  in  the  first  place,  f**®^^  "I* 

to  refer  to  the  state  of  the  family.  mainderman) 

instituted  a  suit 

Lionel,  Earl  Dysart,  died  in  1799,  and  was  succeeded  alleeed  tenant 

^y  for  life)  for  the 
^  mere  produc- 
tion of  the  title  deeds,  fi.  set  up  a  bond  fide  objection,  that  A*%  estat«  had  become 
forfeited,  and  also  tlmt  by  the  terms  of  the  mortgage  deed,  the  estates  in  question  were 
not  comprised  therein.  The  assignees  of  A.<t  (wno  had  become  bankrupt,)  though 
interested  in  the  latter  question,  were  not  parties  to  the  suit.  The  Court  declined 
adjudicating,  incidentally,  on  the  Plaintiff's  right,  and  dismissed  the  bill  with  costs. 
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by  Wilbrahamy  Earl  Dysart,  on  wboee  death,  in  1821, 
bis  daughter  Lady  Louisa  became  Countess  Dysart^ 
and  she  died  in  1840.  She  had  a  son,  Sir  William  Tolle- 
mache,  who  predeceased  her,  having  died  in  1833,  and  he 
left  a  son,  the  Defendant  Earl  Dysart^  whose  eldest  son 
was  Lord  Huntingtower,  and  the  Plaintiff  was  bis  mort- 
gagee. 


The  title  to  the  first  or  Lionel  estates  was  as  follows : 
— Earl  Lionel^  by  bis  will,  bad  (subject  to  prior  estates, 
to  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  refer)  devised  one-third  of 
the  ZioTie/ estates  to  Lady  Louisa  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  Sir  William  ToUemache  in  tail  male. 


As  to  the  Wilhraham  estates,  it  appeared  that  by  a 
deed  of  the  3rd  of  December,  1804,  Wilbraham,  Earl 
Dysarty  bad  settled  part  of  them  (including  a  second 
third  share  of  the  Lionel  estates)  on  Sir  William  ToUe^ 
mache  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  Defendant  Earl 
JDysart  for  life,  with  remainder  to  Lord  Huntingtower  in 
tail,  with  remainder  over  to  the  Halliday  iamily.  But 
these  limitations  were  subject  to  a  condition,  whereby  it 
was  provided  and  declared,  that  the  limitations  in  favour 
of  Sir  William  Tollemachey  &c ,  J.  R.  D.  Halliday,  &c., 
and  their  respective  issue  male,  were  upon  this  express 
condition,  that  if  they,  or  any  of  them,  or  their  or  any 
of  their  issue  male,  should,  under  the  limitations  con- 
tained in  the  will  of  Earl  Lionel,  or  otherwise,  become 
seised  of  or  entitled  to  **  the  other  shares  of  the  Lionel 
estate,  for  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  fee  or  in  tail,*'  then 
and  in  that  case  Sir  William  Toilemache  and  the  other 
persons  and  their  respective  issue  male  should,  within 
twelve  calendar  months  after  being  so  severally  seised, 
execute  such  deeds  as  Mr.  Oreville  and  Mr.  Butler  {the 
two  trustees  of  the  deed),  or  the  survivor,  or  the  executors 
or  administrators  of  such  survivor,  should  judge  neces- 
sary. 
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sary,  proper  or  expedient,  for  limiting,  settling  and  as-  1855. 
suring  the  estates ''  to  the  uses  and  upon  the  trusts  there- 
inbefore mentioned,  to  the  end  and  intent  and  so  that  the 
entirety  of  the  said  manors  and  hereditaments  might  go  Earl  of 
in  the  same  manner,  together,  upon  the  trusts  before  ^>^^^* 
mentioned."  And  that  if  the  said  Sir  William  Tolle- 
mache^  &c.,  J.  R.  D.  Hallidat/y  &c.,  or  any  of  them,  or 
their  or  any  of  their  issue,  should  refuse  or  neglect  to 
execute.  Sec.  such  act,  deed,  &c.,  as  aforesaid,  within 
twelve  calendar  months,  *'  then  and  in  such  case,  the  uses 
or  estates  thereinbefore  limited  to  or  for  the  benefit  or 
in  favour  of  the  person,  who  or  whose  issue  male  should 
so  refuse  or  neglect  as  aforesaid,  should  absolutely  cease 
and  be  void,  in  such  and  the  same  manner  as  if  he  or 
they  respectively  were  dead  without  issue  of  his  or  their 
body  or  bodies,  entitled  or  inheritable  under  the  limita- 
tions thereinbefore  contained." 

This  clause,  probably,  from  the  omission  of  a  few 
words,  did  not  create  any  forfeiture  of  the  estate  of  the 
issue  of  the  persons  who  should  neglect  to  execute  such 
deed. 

By  his  will,  executed  the  next  day  (the  4th  of  De- 
cember,  1804),  Earl  Wilbraham  devised  other  estates  in 
strict  settlement,  subject  to  the  declaration  following : — 
And  he  thereby  declared,  that  every  person  to  whom 
he  had  devised  the  property,  who  had  or  thereafter 
should  have  any  estate  or  interest  in  the  hereditaments 
devised  by  ^rl. Lionel,  should  respectively  make,  exe- 
cute, &c.,  all  such  deeds,  &c.  whatsoever,  as  the  said 
R.  F.  Greville  and  C.  Butler ,  and  the  survivor  of  them, 
and  the  executors,  See,  should  judge  necessary,  &c.,  for 
settling,  &c.,  the  same  respectively,  to  the  uses,  &c.,  to 
which  the  same  were  respectively  limited  by  the  deed 
of  1804,  and  by  that  his  will ;  and  that  if  any  such 

persons 
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per80D8  should  refiwe  or  neglect  to  do  so,  the  unea, 
devises,  kc,  thereby  expressed  in  favour  of  the  person 
or  persons  so  refusing  or  neglecting,  or  his  or  their 
issue,  or  limited,  created  or  devised  to  and  for  the  benefit 
or  in  favour  of  him  or  them,  by  virtue  of  that  present 
clause,  or  for  his,  her  and  their  issue  respectively,  should 
absolutely  cease,  determine  and  be  void,  to  all  intents, 
constructions  and  purposes  whatsoever,  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  such  person  or  persons  respectively  had 
died  without  issue  in  his  lifetime.  And  he  declared, 
tha;t  if  any  one  to  whom  an  estate  tail  was  given,  should 
be  living  at  his  decease,  he  should  take  only  for  hfe. 


Sir  WilUam  Tollmojche  never  came  into  possession  of 
the  first  third  of  the  **  Earl  Lionel  estates^*  but  in 
1811,  and  in  the  life  of  bis  mother^  be  levied  a  fine 
and  obtained  a  base  fee.  The  Defendant  the  Earl  of 
Dysart  came  into  possession  of  the  **  Earl  Lionel 
estates'*  in  1840,  and  in  1842  he  executed  a  disentailing 
deed,  and  thereby  acquired  the  fee  in  them.  Neither 
Sir  William  Tollenuxcbe  Qor  the  Defendant  had  ever  re- 
settled the  Lionel  estates,  pursuant  to  the  conditions 
prescribed  by  the  deed  and  will  of  1804,  but  the  Halli- 
day  fi^njMly  had  complied  with  the  condition,  as  regarded 
the  property  devised  to  them. 

In  1843,  John  ToUemache,  the  representative  of  the 
HaUiday  family  claimed  the  estates  comprised  in  the 
deed  and  will  of  1804,  and  which  had  been  settled,  suc- 
cessively, on  Sir  William  TolUmache^  the  Defendant 
Earl  Dysart  and  Lord  Huntingtower,  on  the  ground  that 
they  had  become  forfeited  by  the  non-compliance  with 
thie  condition.  The  Defendant  thereupon  bought  up  the 
claimant's  interest  for  16,000^ 


The  third  or  '*  the  Tollemaehe  estates,"  which  had 

been 
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been  devised  by  the  will  of  Sir  WilUam  Tollemache,  it 
was  admitted,  stood  limited  to  .the  Defendant  the  Ear| 
Dysart  for  life,  with  remainder  to  Lord  HuntingtQW.er 
for  life. 

By  indenture,  dated  18th  of  November,  1841,  and 
made  between  Lord  Huntingtower  of  the  one  part,  and 
the  Plaintiff  Jlfo««  Davis  of  the  other  part,  reciting  the 
will  and  death  of  Sir  William  Tollemache,  and  tbat  his 
widow  and  the  Defendant,  his  son,  were  living,  and 
reciting  a  judgment  entered  up  by  the  Plaintiff  aga.inst 
Lord  Hunting  tower  for  7,210/.  145.,  and  that  the  Plainr 
tiff  had  agreed  to  advance  to  Lord  Huntingtower  the 
sum  of  500/.,  upon  having  the  same  wjtb  interest  se- 
cured, and  also  the  7,210/.  145.  and  interest  further 
secured  as  thereinafter  expressed ;  Lord  Huntingtower 
granted,  &c.  to  the  Plaintiff,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  all 
the  manors,  lands,  hereditaments  and  premises  com* 
prised  in  the  residuary  devise,  contained  in  the  will  of 
Sir  William  Tollemache,  and  all  the  hereditaments  then 
or  thereafter  to  be  purchased  under  the  trusts  contained 
in  such  will.  "And  also  all  and  singular  other  the 
freehold  manors,  messuages,  farms,  lands,  tenementf, 
hereditament  and  premises,  whatsoever  and  whereso- 
ever, of  or  to  which  the  said  Lord  Huntingtouffr  was 
seised  or  entitled,  in  possession,  reversion,  remainder  or 
expectancy,  or  otherwise,  either  under  or  by  virtue  of 
the  said  recited  will,  or  otherwise  howsoever^*  to  hold 
the  same  to  Moss  Davis,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  subject 
to  redemption.  And  Lord  Huntingtower  covenanted  to 
surrender  all  the  copyholds  comprised  in  the  will  of  Sir 
William  Tollemache,  and  also  those  to  be  purchased 
thereunder,  and  also  all  other  the  copyhold  or  custoQiary 
messuages,  farms,  lands,  tenements,  hereditaoients  and 
premise9  whatsoever  ^nd  wheresoever,  of  or  to  which 
Lord  Huntingtower  was  seised  or  entitled,  in  possession, 

remainder. 
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remainder,  reversion  or  expectancy!  or  otherwise,  either 
under  or  by  virtue  of  the  said  will  or  otherwise  howso- 

In  June,  1842,  the  Plaintiff  filed  a  bill  for  an  account 
of  what  was  due  on  the  mortgage  security,  and  to  obtain 
a  sale  of  the  interest  of  Lord  Huntingtower  in  the  Tol- 
lemache  estates.  In  1845,  a  decree  was  made  which 
was  confined  to  that  estate,  but  between  the  filing  of 
the  bill  and  the  hearing  of  the  cause.  Lord  Hunting- 
tower  was  duly  adjudged  a  bankrupt,  and  assignees  of 
his  estate  were  appointed. 

On  the  18th  of  November ^  1846,  the  Master  made 
his  report,  finding  the  amount  due  on  the  mortgage  to 
be  8,334/.  4«.  \\d.  On  the  23rd  of  February,  1847, 
the  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  further  directions, 
when  a  decretal  order  was  made,  not  confined  to  *'  the 
Tollemache  estates"  but  directing  a  sale  of  the  interest 
of  Lord  Huntingtower,  in  all  and  singular  the  real  and 
personal  estate  comprised  in  or  subject  to  the  indenture 
of  mortgage  of  the  18th  of  November,  1841.  This,  the 
Plaintiff  alleged,  included  not  merely  ^*the  Tollemache 
estate"  but,  under  the  general  words  in  the  mortgage 
deed, "  the  Earl  Lionel  and  the  Earl  Wilbraham  estates" 
but  finding  it  impracticable  to  prosecute  the  order  made 
on  further  directions,  without  access  to  the  title  deeds, 
&c.,  which  were  in  the  Defendant's  possession,  he  filed 
this  bill  against  the  Earl  of  JJysart,  to  compel  pro- 
duction and  inspection,  and  for  no  other  purpose. 

The  Defendant  admitted  he  was  only  tenant  for  life 
of  the  Tollemache  estate,  and  said  he  had  offered  to 
produce  the  deeds  relating  to  it;  but  he  claimed,  by  his 
answer,   to   be   absolutely   entitled  to  the   other  two 

estates. 
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estiitesi  and  denied  that  Lord  Huntingtower  had  any 
right  to  or  interest  in  them,  and  he  refused  production 
of  the  title  deeds  relating  to  them. 

The  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard  upon  motion  for 
a  decree. 


Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Jessel,  for  the  Plaintiff.  The 
Defendant,  as  tenant  for  life  of  the  estates,  is  bound  to 
produce  the  title  deeds  to  the  persons  entitled  in  re- 
mainder. The  authorities  are  distinct  on  the  subject 
The  Defendant,  at  one  time,  was  only  tenant  for  life 
of  the  two  estates  in  question,  but  he  now  insists  that 
he  has  become  absolutely  entitled  to  them,  by  reason 
of  their  forfeiture  and  the  subsequent  conveyance  to 
him.  In  the  first  place,  there  was  no  forfeiture,  for, 
upon  the  terms  of  the  proviso,  the  parties  were  only 
bound  to  execute  such  deeds  as  the  trustees  should  judge 
necessary,  proper  and  expedient.  They  never  adjudged 
any  deed  to  be  necessary,  proper  or  expedient,  nor 
called  for  the  execution,  by  the  devisees,  of  any  deed ; 
there  has,  therefore,  been  no  default  or  forfeiture. 
Besides  this,  by  the  terms  of  the  deed  of  1804,  the  life 
estate  only,  and  not  the  estate  of  the  issue,  was  to  be 
forfeited,  in  case  of  the  tenants  for  life  not  complying 
with  the  condition.  Secondly,  but  if  a  forfeiture  was 
committed,  the  effect  of  the  purchase  from  John  ToUe- 
mache,  and  of  the  conveyance  to  the  Defendant,  also 
operated  as  a  forfeiture  of  John  Tollemache's  interest, 
because  the  property  was  not  conveyed,  as  it  ought,  to 
the  uses  of  the  deed  and  will  of  1804,  and  the  interest, 
therefore,  of  Lord  Huntingtower  was  not  affected. 
Thirdly,  assuming  that  a  forfeiture  took  place,  then«7bAit 
Tollemache  had  nothing  but  a  mere  right  of  entry  to 
convey,  which  could  not  (prior  to  the  statute  8  &  9  Vict. 
c.  106)  be  conveyed  by  deed;  the  conveyance  to  the 

Defendant 
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Defendant  operated  merely  as  a  release  of  that  right  of 
entry^  and  enured  to  the  benefit  of  all  parties  interested 
in  the  estate,  except  the  party  conveying^  and  therefore 
simply  extinguished  the  rightyifany,  under  the  forfeiture. 
Fourthly,  a  tenant  for  life  purchasing  up  such  a  right 
or  interest,  becomes  a  trustee  for  all  parties  interested. 
They  remarked  on  the  inadequacy  of  the  consideration 
paid  by  the  Defendant  for  the  estates,  and  cited  Lord 
Lempster  v.  Lord  Pomfrei  (a) ;  Ivie  v,  Ivie(b) ;  Noel  v. 
Ward{c);  Brigstoche  v.  Man8el(d);  Smith  r.  Cooke  {e); 
Pyncent  y.  Pf/ncent(f);  Reeves  y. Reeves {g);  I  Sag. 
F.ftP.(A). 


Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Tripp,  for  the  Defendant.  A 
tenant  for  life  is  entitled  to  the  sole  custody  of  the  title 
deedd  so  long  as  his  estate  eildures,  and  a  bill  against 
him  for  their  mere  production,  and  seeking  no  ulterior 
relief,  cannot  be  maintained.  At  any  rate,  the  produc- 
tion is  a  matter  of  discretion,  and  the  tenant  for  life  is 
bound  to  shew,  that  the  purpose  for  which  the  pro- 
duction is  sought  is  proper. 

A  forfeiture  clearly  took  place  by  reason  of  the  non- 
(iompliance  with  the  proviso,  and  the  Defendant  became 
a  purchaser  of  the  forfeited  interest  for  valuable  con- 
sideration, frbm  the  party  in  whom  that  interest  became 
vested.  The  amount  of-  the  consideration  paid  by  the 
Defendant  is  immaterial,  the  case  standing  exactly  on 
the  same  footing  as  if  John  Tollemache  were  a  Defend- 
ant and  himself  contested  the  Plaintiff's  right.  The 
Plaintiff's  mortgage  does  not  in  fact  include,  nor  was  it 
intended  to  include  the  property  in  question ;  its  opera* 

ration 


(a)  1  i4ifi6/.154;  lPic/c.238. 
(6)  1  Atk.  429. 
(c)  1  Madd,  322. 
{d)  3  Madd.  47. 


(f)  3  Atk.  382. 
C/)  ^Atk.b1\, 
(e)  9  Mod,  132. 
(A)  Page  469  (11  tb  edit.). 
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ration  is  confined  to  the  property  described  in  the  deed',        1865, 
and  the  general  words  will  not  be  construed  to  include 
estates  not  in  the  contemplation  of  the  parties. 


They  cited  Tvison  v.  Gassiot  (a) ;  Pope  v.  WhU- 
combe  {b);  W'atkinSf  Convetjf.(c);  and  see  Walsh  v.  2Ve- 
vanion  (d  )• 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment 


Dayis 

Earl  of 
Dtsaet. 


The  M  ASTBB  of  the  Rolls.  A^a  26. 

This  is  a  suit  instituted  by  the  Plaintiff  to  compel 
the  Defendant  to  produce  deeds  and  documents  relating 
to  certain  estates  of  which  the  Defeddant  is  posseted 
as  tenant  for  life,  and  in  which  the  Plaintiff  claims  an 
interest,  by  virtue  of  ^  mortgage  deed  of  the  ISth  of' 
November^  1841,  executed  by  Lord  Huntingtower,  the 
son  of  the  Defendant,  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff. 

The  bill  prays  no  further  or  ulterior  relief;  it  is 
simply  a  suit  to  obtain  the  production  of  the  deeds  and 
documents  possessed  by  the  Defendant,  relating  to 
certain  estates  of  which  he  is  the  tenant  for  life,  at  the 
instance  of  a  person  who  claims  to  be  mortgagee  of  the 
reversion  of  these  estates,  and  who  requires  their  pro- 
duction, in  order  to  enable  him  to  make  his  mortgage 
security  available,  by  sale  of  the  interest  thereby  con- 
veyed to  him.  Although  the  suit  is  of  so  simple  a 
nature,  the  questions  to  which  it  has  given  rise  are  of 
a  very  different  character. 

The  first  and  preliminary  question  is,  whether,  ad- 
mitting 

(a)  3  De  Gex,  M,&G.  958.  (c)  Page  317  (WhUe'i  edit.). 

(6)  3  Atiii.  124.  (d)  16  Q.  fi.  734. 
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mitting  his  title,  the  mortgagee  of  a  reversioD  is  entitled 
to  compel  the  tenant  for  life  in  possession  to  produce 
the  title  deeds  relating  to  the  estate ;  in  other  words, 
whether  the  reversioner  is  so  entitled,  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  him  to  dispose  of  or  deal  with  his  property  in 
such  a  manner  as  he  may  think  fit  It  is  not  disputed, 
that  the  tenant  for  life  is  entitled  to  have  the  custody  of 
the  deeds  and  documents  relating  to  the  estate,  but  it  is 
contended,  that  a  person  interested  in  the  same  lands, 
under  the  same  settlement,  may  deal  with  his  interest 
therein  as  he  may  think  fit,  and  that  for  this  purpose, 
he  may  compel  this  production,  by  any  one  who  has 
the  custody  of  the  documents.  The  Defendant,  on  the 
other  hand,  contends,  that  this  discovery  and  production 
is  limited  to  cases  where  it  is  sought  as  ancillary  to 
some  ulterior  relief,  and  that  a  bill  confined  to  the  mere 
purpose  of  production  and  inspection  is  a  novel  experi- 
ment, unsupported  by  authority,  and  one  which  ought 
to  be  discouraged  by  the  Court. 


On  this  question,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  any  person 
entitled  to  a  vested  remainder  in  an  estate  may  main- 
tain a  bill  against  the  tenant  for  life,  for  the  sole  pur- 
pose of  production  and  inspection  of  the  title  deeds 
and  documents  relating  to  the  estate,  in  the  possession 
of  the  tenant  for  life,  in  order  to  enable  the  remainder- 
man to  deal  with  his  property  as  he  may  consider  most 
for  his  advantage.  I  think  it  unnecessary  to  go  through 
the  various  authorities  that  were  cited  and  commented 
upon  before  me  on  this  subject,  they  all  tend  in  the 
same  direction  ;  and  although,  in  some  cases,  as  in  that 
of  Lord  Lempster  v.  Lord  Pomfret  (a),  they  intimate, 
that  the  ordering  of  this  production  is  not  a  matter  of 
right,  but  rests  on  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  and  that 
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it  will  not  be  directed,  unless  for  a  purpose  which  the 
Court  shall  deem  to  be  proper,  still  I  think  the  principle 
is,  that  the  person  entitled  in  remainder,  or  his  mort- 
gagee, who  stands  in  his  place,  is  entitled  to  and  may 
compel  such  production ;  and  if  it  be  suggested  that 
the  purpose  for  which  the  documents  are  required  is  an 
improper  one,  that  the  burden  of  the  proof  of  this  lies 
on  the  person  resisting  the  production.  In  the  present 
case,  this  is  not  attempted,  and  the  Plaintiff  has  ob- 
tained a  decretal  order  from  the  Court  of  Chancery,  on 
the  23rd  of  February j  1847,  for  the  sale  of  all  the  pro- 
perty comprised  in  his  mortgage  security. 


1865. 


Dav» 

V. 

Eiirior 

DrtABT. 


If  there  were  nothing  more  in  this  ease,  I  should  not 
hesitate  to  direct  the  production  sought  for  by  the 
Plaintiff,  but  this  case  involves  many  other  matters. 

It  is  admitted,  that  the  Plaintiff  cannot  require  the 
production  of  documents  relating  to  estates  in  which 
he  has  no  interest.  He  claims  no  interest  except  under 
the  deed  of  the  18th  of  November,  184*1.  He  takes, 
therefore,  nothing  except  what  Lord  Huntingtawer  had 
to  convey  at  the  time  when  he  executed  that  deed,  and 
only  so  much  of  that  as  is  actually  conveyed  by  the 
deed  itself.  The  answer  to  the  former  of  these  queries, 
namely,  what  estate  or  interest  Lord  Huntingtower  had 
to  convey  'on  the  18th  of  November ^  1841,  involves 
several  matters  of  nicety  and  importance,  and  requires 
a  statement  of  the  title  affecting  the  lands  in  question. 


The  Defendant  is  tenant  for  life  in  possession  of  three 
estates,  devised  under  different  titles,  and  whicb  have 
been  conveniently  distinguished,  in  argument,  as  "  the 
estate  of  Earl  Lionel/*  **  the  estate  of  Earl  WUbra- 
ham;'  and  "  the  estate  of  Sir  William  TolUmache.*' 
The  Plaintiff  insists,  that  his  mortgage  affects  all  these 
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estates,  subject  to  the  life  interest  of  the  Defendant. 
This  is  disputed  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  who 
admits  that  the  Plaintiff's  mortgage  security  includes 
the  estate  of  Sir  William  Tollemache,  but  denies  that 
it  includes  the  estate  of  Earl  Lionel  or  that  of  Earl 
Wilbrahanij  on  two  grounds :  in  the  first  place,  because 
the  mortgagor,  Lord  JETuntingtower,  had  no  interest  in 
these  estates  at  the  date  of  the  mortgage,  by  reason  of  a 
forfeiture  thereof,  arising  from  a  non-compliance  with 
a  proviso  contained  in  the  instrument  by  which  they 
were  settled ;  and  secondly,  because  even  if  Lord  Hunt- 
ingtower  had  any  interest  in  these  estates,  subject  to 
the  life  estate  of  the  Defendant,  he  has  not  conveyed 
it  to  the  Plaintiff  by  the  deed  of  the  18th  of  November, 
1851. 


The  title  to  the  estates  over  which  the  claim  is  dis- 
puted, is  as  follows: — [Jffis  Honor  here  stated,  at 
length,  the  title,  the  instruments,  the  deaths  of  the  parties, 
the  purchase  by  the  Defendant  from  John  ToUemache, 
^c,  ^c,  and  proceeded'}  —This,  therefore,  is  the  state 
of  the  property : — An  estate  is  derived  from  Earl  Lionel, 
and  is  settled  by  the  deed  of  the  3rd  of  December,  1804; 
another  estate  is  derived  from  Earl  Wilbraham,  and  is 
settled  by  his  will  of  the  4th  of  December,  1804;  and 
the  third  estate  is  derived  from  Sir  William  ToUemache, 
and  is  settled  by  his  will,  respecting  which  last  estate 
no  question  is  raised. 


The  deed  under  which  the  Plaintiff'  claims  was  exe- 
cuted on  the  18th  of  November,  1841.  [i?»  Honor 
here  stated  the  material  clauses."]  Since  the  execution 
of  these  deeds,  Vifiat  in  bankruptcy  has  issued  against 
Lord  Huntingtower,  under  which  he  has  been  adjudged 
a  bankrupt,  and  assignees  of  his  estate  have  been  duly 
appointed. 

The 
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The  DefeDdant  contends^  in  the  first  place,  that  by 
reason  of  the  non-compliance  with  the  conditions  con- 
tained in  the  settlement  of  the  3rd  o{  December ,  1804, 
and  the  will  of  Earl  Wilbrakam,  the  interests  which 
would  have  vested  in  Sir  William  Tollemache  and  his 
issQe,  had  these  conditions  been  complied  with,  were, 
by  reason  of  the  non-compliance  therewith,  forfeited  to 
John  Tollemache  and  his  issue;  that  these  have  been 
sold  by  him  to  the  Defendant,  and  that  Lord  Hunting- 
tower  had  no  interest  in  them  which  he  could  convey  to 
the  Plaintiff;  and  he  further  contends,  that  if  this  for- 
feiture did  not  take  place,  still  that  the  mortgage  deed, 
which  I  have  fully  stated  neither  was  by  the  parties 
thereto  intended  to  pass,  nor  did  in  fact  pass  his  in- 
terests in  these  estates,  but  that  the  same  are  claimed 
by  his  assignees  in  bankruptcy. 


1865. 


In  this  state  of  things,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  production  of  the  deeds  and 
documents  relating  to  the  estates  which  passed  under 
the  will  of  Sir  William  Tollemache,  but  not  to  those 
which  relate  to  the  estates  included  in  the  settlement  of 
the  3rd  of  December^  1804,  or  to  those  which  relate  to 
the  estates  which  passed  under  the  will  of  Earl  Wilbra- 
ham.  The  right  to  the  production  of  such  deeds  and 
documents  of  title  exists,  in  my  opinion,  only  where 
the  title  of  the  Plaintiff  to  the  interest  he  claims  in  the 
land  is  clear  and  undisputed.  By  using  this  word, 
''  undisputed,"  I  do  not  mean  that  a  tenant  for  life 
could  prevent  a  reversioner  from  obtaining  a  production 
and  inspection  of  such  documents,  by  simply  denying 
the  necessary  inference  of  law,  which  arises  from  ad- 
mitted facts ;  but  I  mean  where  a  reasonable  cause  of 
litigation  exists,  and  that,  in  my  opinion,  is  the  case  here. 


A  short  reference  to  the  principal  points  discussed 
B  E  2  before 
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before  me  will  shew  tbit  witb  abaodaDt  clearness.  The 
Defendant  claims  these  lands  adversely  to  the  Plaintiff, 
and  adversely  to  Lord  Humtmgtower,  under  whom  the 
Plaintiff  derives  his  title.  The  Defendant  sets  out  the 
particnlars  of  that  claim,  founded  on  this  alleged  for- 
feiture for  non-compliance  with  the  proviso  contained 
in  the  deed  and  in  the  will  of  1804,  and  contends  that 
he  has  become  a  purchaser,  for  valuable  consideration, 
of  that  interest  from  the  person  in  whom  the  estate 
became  vested,  in  case  it  was  forfeited,  in  the  events 
which  occurred.  It  is  true  that  16,00(M.,  the  price  paid, 
was  a  very  small  sum  to  give  for  this  purpose,  if  no 
doubt  existed  respecting  the  forfeiture,  but  that,  he  con* 
tends,  is  not  a  matter  to  be  regarded  by  this  Court ;  and 
that,  so  far  as  the  price  is  concerned,  the  matter  must  be 
regarded  in  the  same  manner  as  if  John  ToUemache, 
who  claimed  ^nd  sold  the  forfeited  interest,  were  now 
contesting  the  PlaintiflTs  right  to  the  production. 

The  Plaintiff  contests  this  claim  of  the  Defendant, 
and  contends,  first,  that  no  forfeiture  took  place; 
secondly,  that  if  a  forfeiture  took  place,  the  purchase 
of  the  claim  from  John  ToUemache,  and  the  deeds  by 
which  it  was  effected,  operated  also  as  a  forfeiture  of 
the  interest  of  John  ToUemache^  because  he  did  not 
convey  the  property  to  the  uses  of  the  original  settle- 
ment, in  which  case  the  interest  of  Lord  Huntingiower 
would  not  be  affected ;  and  thirdly,  that  if  John  Tofte- 
mache  had  anything,  it  was  a  mere  right  of  entry,  which 
could  not,  at  that  time,  be  conveyed  by  a  deed,  inas- 
much as  this  transaction  took  place  prior  to  the  statute 
8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106,  and,  therefore,  that  the  deeds  carry-* 
ing  the  purchase  into  execution  too^  effect  merely  as 
a  release  of  that  right  of  entry,  which  release  must 
enure  for  the  benefit  of  all  persons  interested,  except 
the  disseisor ;  and  that  consequently,  in  this  view  of  the 

case. 
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cBBe,  the  transaction  operated  as  an  entire  extinguish- 
ment of  the  right,  whatever  it  was  under  any  forfeitare. 
But  this  is  not  all ;  if  these  fail  him,  he  contendsi  that 
a  tenant  for  life  cannot  buy  up  a  claim  for  the  purpose 
of  excluding  a  reversioner,  or  those  who  claim  under 
him,  but  that  he  becomes  a  trustee  for  them. 


The  question  of  forfeiture  itself,  at  least  so  far  as 
regards  the  property  devised  by  the  will  of  Earl  Wil- 
braham,  depends,  in  my  opinion,  on  the  construction  of 
the  instrument;  that  is,  whether  the  direction  to  the 
devisee  to  *'  make,  do  and  execute  all  such  acts,  deeds, 
matters  and  things,  conveyances  and  assurances,  as  the 
trustees  should  judge  necessary,  proper  or  expedient  for 
the  purposes  therein  mentioned,"  gave  the  trustees  the 
power  to  determine  whether  anything  was  necessary  to 
be  done  or  not;  or  whether  it  left  it  incumbent  on  the 
devisee  to  endeavour  to  effect  the  purpose  stated  in  the 
will,  and  only  left  it  to  the  trustees  to  determine  in  what 
manner  that  should  be  effected ;  in  other  words,  whether 
the  neglect  of  the  trustees  to  require  anything  to  be 
done  dispensed  with  the  necessity,  which  was  otherwise 
thrown  upon  the  devisee,  of  doing  something  to  carry 
the  wishes  of  the  testator  into  effect ;  or  whether  the 
true  construction  of  the  will  be,  not,  that  the  devisee  was, 
without  suggestion  from  any  one,  bound  to  ascertain 
from  the  trustees  what  they  thought  to  be  necessary, 
and  to  offer  to  do  whatever  might  be  necessary  and 
proper. 

On  the  part  of  the  Defendant  it  is  ui]ged,  that  it 
would  be  a  strange  construction  to  hold,  tf  the  trustees 
required  the  devisee  to  do  an  act  or  execute  a  deed, 
both  injurious  to  him  and  unnecessary  to  effect  the 
object  of  the  testator,  that  he  must  either  do  that  act 
and  execute  that  deed,  or  forfeit  the  estate;  and  yet  that 

this 
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this  would  follow,  as  a  necessary  consequence,  from 
acceding  to  the  Plaintiff's  contention  and  holding,  that 
the  devisee  was  bound  to  do  exactly  that  and  that  only 
which  the  trustees  directed,  and  that,  if  the  trustees 
thought  nothing  was  necessary  or  neglected  to  do  any- 
thing, this  released  the  devisee  altogether  from  the 
obligation  imposed  on  him  by  the  testator. 


My  intention  is  to  avoid  expressing  any  opinion  on 
these  various  points,  which  suggest  considerations  of 
great  interest  and  importance,  and  which  have  been 
argued  before  me  with  great  ability.  My  object,  by 
referring  to  them  in  detail,  is  to  point  out,  that  the 
Court  cannot  give  the  Plaintiff  the  relief  he  seeks,  with- 
out deciding,  in  his  favour  and  against  the  Defendant, 
various  collateral  questions  of  considerable  nicety  and 
difficulty  as  to  the  right  to  the  estate ;  questions  not 
now  properly  ripe  for  decision,  and  which  will  or  may 
hereafter  have  to  be  tried  at  Law  or  in  this  Court.  To 
give  the  Plaintiff  the  production  he  seeks,  involves  im- 
pliedly a  decision,  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  interest  he 
claims.  It  is,  in  effect,  to  decide  incidentally  these 
questions,  in  a  manner  to  conclude  no  one,  but  in  a  way 
which  may  prejudice  rights  hereafter  to  arise  and  to  be 
determined.  I  repeat  my  opinion,  that  in  a  clear  case 
the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  such  production ;  but  that,  if 
the  case  be  not  clear,  this  Court  will  not  give  him  that 
relief  through  the  incidental  decision  of  collateral  points ; 
but  will  leave  him  to  establish  his  right  to  tlie  estate,  at 
the  proper  time  and  in  the  proper  manner.  If  the 
matter  were  now  ripe  for  decision,  if  the  time  had 
come,  when,  according  to  the  Plaintiff's  contention,  if 
right,  he  would  be  entitled  to  the  enjoyment  of  the 
property  in  possession,  and  if  the  Plaintiff  were  now 
seeking  to  obtain  that  possession,  and  the  case  were  so 
circumstanced,  that  this  Court  was  the  proper  tribunal 
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to  give  the  Plaintiff  snch  possession^  if  all  this  were  the 
case,  then,  as  the  property  is  claimed  adversely  to  him, 
the  production  and  inspection  of  the  deeds  and  docu- 
ments relating  to  that  property  could  only  be  given  inci- 
dentally to  and  consequent  upon  his  obtaining  a  decree 
to  recover  the  estate.  But  here  the  production  and  in- 
spection are  required,  while  his  right  to  the  estate  itself 
is  a  matter  hereafter  to  be  determined,  that  right  being 
contested,  and  the  period  for  deciding  it  not  having 
arrived.  This  alone  would  be  sufficient  to  induce  me  to 
dismiss  this  bill,  so  far  as  these  are  concerned. 


1855. 
Davis 

Earl  of 
Dtsart. 


But  the  questions  which  spring  out  of  the  clauses  of 
forfeiture  are  not  the  only  obstacles  which  present  them- 
selves in  the  way  of  the  Plaintiff.  Another  difficulty  of 
a  serious  character  presents  itself  in  the  construction  of 
the  mortgage  deed  itself,  under  which  he  claims.  The 
question  is,  whether  the  deed,  being  wholly  silent  re- 
specting the  interest  of  Lord  Huntingtower  in  any 
estates  other  than  those  devised  by  the  will  of  his 
grandfather,  and  the  Plaintiff,  at  least,  if  not  both 
parties  to  it,  being  ignorant  of  Lord  Huntingtower^a  in« 
terest  in  any  other  property,  the  general  words,  "  either 
under  the  will  of  Sir  William  Tollemache,  or  otherwise 
howsoever,''  to  which  I  have  already  pointedly  called 
attention,  passed  the  interest  of  Lord  Huntingtower  in 
this  property,  assuming  no  forfeiture  to  have  occurred. 
This  is  a  point  which  was  argued  at  considerable 
length  on  both  sides.  Conflicting  decisions  are  cited 
to  maintain  the  propositions  adduced,  and  yet  the 
assignees  of  Lord  Huntingtower,  under  his  bankruptcy, 
who  are  the  persons  mainly  interested  in  the  question, 
are  not  before  the  Court,  to  support  their  interest, 
which  is  in  direct  opposition  to  that  of  the  Plaintiff. 

If  my  decision  were  to  bind  the  right  to  the  estate,  I 

could 
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coold  noly  with  proprietyp  do  so  in  the  abeeooe  of  tbe 
assignees.  I  think  that  I  am  equally  precluded  from 
giving  an  incidental  decision  against  them,  by  com- 
pelling the  Defendant,  in  their  absence,  to  produce  the 
documents  of  title  relating  to  the  estate  in  which  they 
claim  to  be  interested.  The  same  principle,  therefore, 
is  involved  here,  which,  under  the  clauses  of  forfeiture, 
induced  me  to  hold,  that  the  Plaintiff  must  establish 
his  right  to  the  property  before  he  seeks  for  production 
of  the  title  deeds,  with  this  additional  impediment,  that 
the  adverse  claimants  are  absent 


If  the  suit  instituted  by  the  Plaintiff  and  the  decree 
obtained  by  him  for  enforeement  of  his  mortgage  se- 
curity had  determined  bis  right  to  the  estate,  the  case 
would  have  been  different,  but  this  is  not  so.  The  bill 
was  filed  on  the  14th  of  Jtine,  1842,  the  prayer  was 
confined  to  asking  an  account  of  what  was  due  on  the 
mortgage  security,  and  for  obtaining  a  sale  of  the  in- 
terest of  Lord  Huntingtotoer  in  the  estates  devised  by  the 
will  of  Sir  William  ToUemache,  and  the  decree,  dated 
the  12tb  of  July,  1846,  is  confined  to  that  estate.  On 
the  18th  of  November,  1846,  the  Master  found  8,234/. 
4s.  ll(/«  to  be  the  amount  due,  and  the  cause  then  came 
on  to  be  beard  on  further  directions,  on  the  23rd  of 
February,  1847,  when  a  decretal  order  was  made,  not 
confined  to  that  estate,  but  directing  a  sale  of  the  in- 
terest of  Lord  Huntingtower  in  all  and  singular  the  real 
and  personal  estates  comprised  in  or  subject  to  the  said 
indenture  of  mortgage  of  the  18th  of  November,  1841. 
This,  therefore,  even  if  the  last  order  be  not  to  be  inter- 
preted by  the  prayer  of  the  bill  and  the  prior  decree, 
leaves  the  matter  exactly  as  it  stood  before ;  and,  indeed, 
if  it  were  not,  the  argument  adduced  to  me  would  have 
been  superfluous. 


The 
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The  case  of  Lord  Lempster  v.  Lord  Pomfret  (a),  lays 
down,  that  the  Court  has  a  discretion  in  these  mat- 
ters  relative  to  production  of  deeds  and  muniments 
of  title,  so  far,  at  least,  as  regards  father  and  son, 
and  which,  if  it  exist  between  them,  must  extend  to 
persons  claiming  under  the  son.  My  opinion  i^,  that, 
exercising  the  best  judgment  I  can,  this  is  not  a  case  in 
which  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled,  in  the  present  condition 
of  affairs,  to  any  production  or  inspection  of  the  deeds 
relating  to  the  estates  included  in  the  settlement,  or  in 
the  will  o(  December,  1804. 


1866. 


The  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  production  of  the  deeds 
of  the  property  devised  by  Sir  William  To/femacA«,  and 
may  have  a  decree  for  that  purpose ;  but,  as  this  was 
not  opposed  prior  to  the  institution  of  this  suit,  and  as 
this  snit  has  been  occasioned  by  his  seeking  to  obtain 
production  of  the  deeds,  to  which  he  is  not,  in  my 
opinion,  entitled,  he  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit  up 
to  and  including  the  bearing. 


(o)  Ambler,  154;  1  Dickens,  23S. 
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^pri/ 19.  ARMSTRONG  v.  BURNET. 

May  7,  8. 

Specific  lega-  rilHE  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  a  call  on 
in^bankloff  shares  in  a  banking  company,  made  five  years 

company,  held  after  the  testator's  death,  was  payable  out  of  his  re- 

tbecallB  m«^e   Biduary  estate,  or  by  the  specific  legatees  of  the  shares. 

Bubsequent  to 

the  teeUtor's  i      ,  .        .,1    ^*  ■«  1  •       1  .      t 

death.  The  testator,  by  his  will,  "  gave  all  his  shares  m  the 

bSwwnthe  Northumberland  and  Durham  District  Banking  Corn- 
cases  in  which  pany,  to  his  grand  nephews  and  grand   nieces'*  [de- 

tein  of  sharei    8C"bing  them]  "  equally  to  be  divided  between  them.'* 
take  cum  onert, 

which  the  ge-       The  testator  died  in  1843,  being  the  registered  pro- 

neral  personal   pnetor  of  1,180  shares  of  10/.  each,  on  which  two  instal- 

estate  of  the       '^  ' 

tesutor  is         ments  of  2/.  lOs.  had  been  paid.     He  was  the  original 

the ftit^reodls  P"'^^?"^^^''  ^^  souie  of  the  shares,  and  had  executed  the 

for  the  benefit   deed  of  settlement  in  respect  of  the  others,  which  he  had 

tees.*  *^"       acquired  by  purchase.    The  legatees,  being  all  infants, 

Where  the  ^^re  incapable  of  electing  to  accept  or  decline  the 
interest  of  the      ,  111*10111.  1 

testator  in  the  shares,  and  as,  by  the  rules  of  the  bankmg  company,  the 

•"u^^^:"'''"*'  dividends 

which  he 

professes  to 

bequeath  is  complete,  or  where  it  is  so  treated  and  considered  by  him  and  by  all  per- 
sons connected  with  it,  the  future  calls  fall  on  the  legatees  and  not  on  the  general 
personal  estate.  But  where  further  payments  are  required  to  make  perfect  the  interest 
which  the  testator  professes  specifically  to  bequeath,  then  the  general  personal  estate 
is  applicable  for  that  purpose. 

A  banking  company  was  established  in  1836.  By  the  deed  of  settlement  5/.  per 
share  was  payable  immediately,  and  the  Directors  were  empowered,  at  any  time,  to 
make  a  further  call  of  &L,  and  on  non-payment  the  shares  might  be  forfeited.  The 
shares  were  transferable,  and,  on  transfer,  the  former  proprietor  was  released.  Legatees 
and  executors  might  sell,  but  were  not  to  be  members  until  a  transfer  to  them,  and 
until  then,  were  not  entitled  to  the  current  dividends.  The  shareholders  thereby 
covenanted  to  observe  the  clauses  of  the  deed.  A  shareholder  died  in  1843,  having 
specifically  bequeathed  his  shares  to  infants.  The  executors,  in  1845,  transferred  the 
shares  into  their  own  names,  and  they  assented  to  the  legacies.  Afterwards,  in  1848, 
the  further  call  of  5/.  per  share  was  made.  Held,  that  it  was  payable  by  the  legatees 
and  not  out  of  the  testator's  residuary  estate. 
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dividends  could  not  be  paid  while  the  shares  stood  in 
the  name  of  a  deceased  person,  the  executors,  in  1845, 
transferred  the  shares  into  their  own  names.  They  also 
assented  to  these  specific  legacies,  in  1847  they  paid 
the  legacy  duty  on  them,  and  they  also  received  the  divi- 
dends. 

At  the  testator's  death,  seven  years  had  elapsed  since 
any  call  had  been  made,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  one 
was  expected  to  be  made ;  but  in  October,  1848,  (five 
years  after  the  testator's  death,)  a  further  call  of  5/.  per 
share  was  made,  amounting  on  these  shares  to  5,900/. 
This  was  payable  by  three  instalments,  with  an  option 
of  paying  the  whole  at  once,  on  certain  terms  considered 
to  be  beneficial  to  the  holders  of  shares.  The  executors 
borrowed  5,000/.  for  that  purpose,  and  paid  the  whole 
calls  at  once.  They  received  altogether  6,953/.  for 
dividends  on  the  shares  subsequent  to  the  testator's 
death.  In  1853,  the  executors  paid  off  the  loan  of 
5,000i: 

The  shares  had  fluctuated  in  value,  and,  though 
worth  8,260/.  at  the  testator's  death,  their  value,  at 
present,  after  paying  the  call  of  5/.  per  share,  did  not 
exceed  the  same  sum.  Under  these  circumstances,  the 
legatees,  on  the  one  hand,  insisted,  that  the  call  of  5/. 
was  payable  out  of  the  testator's  residuary  estate.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  residuary  legatees  contended,  that 
the  call  ought  to  be  borne  by  the  legatees  of  the  shares. 
This  suit  was,  in  consequence,  instituted  by  an  executor, 
to  have  the  rights  of  the  parties  ascertained. 

The  argument  principally  turned  on  the  effect  of  the 
deed  of  settlement,  to  the  provisions  of  which  it  is  now 
necessary  to  advert  in  some  detail.  This  banking  com- 
pany was  established  in  1836,  under  the  Banking  Act, 

7  Geo.  4, 
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7  Oeo.  4|  c.  46,  and  by  the  deed  of  Bettlement,  dated 
the  1st  of  Juljf,  1836,  made  between  the  directors  of 
the  first  party  the  registered  public  officers  of  the  second 
part,  the  trustees  of  the  third  part,  and  the  shareholders 
of  the  fourth  part  After  the  usual  provisions  for  esta- 
blishing the  company,  the  8th  clause  provided  for  the 
entry  in  the  "  Shareholders'  Register"  book  of  the 
names,  &c*  of  the  shareholders. 

"  The  personal  representatives  or  legatees  of  any 
shareholder  who  should  die"  were  to  give  notice,  spe- 
cifying the  names  and  residences ;  and  the  *^  Sharehold- 
ers' Register"  was  to  be  conclusive  evidence  of  pro- 
prietorship on  behalf  of  the  company.  By  article  91, 
no  shares  were  tb  be  held  jointly,  except  on  trust,  and 
the  first-named  trustee  was  to  be  deemed  proprietor, 
for  the  purpose  of  voting,  &c.  The  registered  pro- 
prietor was  to  be  deemed  the  beneficial  owner,  and  the 
company  were  not  to  be  bound  to  notice  any  trust, 
or  any  gift  by  way  of  legacy,  until  the  legatee  should 
become  a  shareholder. 

Provision  was  made  for  the  almost  immediate  pay- 
ment of  two  instalments  of  2/.  10«.,  and  the  17th  clause 
provided,  that,  in  addition  to  this  5/.,  the  directors  should 
have  full  power,  from  time  to  time  or  at  any  time,  to 
call  for  and  require  the  payment,  by  each  and  every 
shareholder,  of  the  further  sum  of  6/.  in  respect  of 
every  share.  The  directors  were  to  have  full  power  to 
sue  for  such  call,  and  in  default  pf  payment  to  forfeit 
the  share. 

By  the  21st  clause,  shares  might  be  sold  with  the 
consent  of  the  directors,  but  if  they  refused  their  con- 
sent, they  were  bound  to  purchase. 

By 
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By  the  23rd  clause,  all  sales  and  transfers  of  any 
shares,  not  made  conformably  to  the  proTisions  of  the 
deed  of  settlement,  were  to  be  invalid  at  law  and  in 
equity.  BuRWBT. 

The  26th  clause  provided,  that  whenever  any  shares 
should  be  duly  vested  in  a  new  holder,  then,  and  not 
before,  the  future  responsibility  of  the  previous  holder 
should  cease  and  determine,  and  such  previous  holder, 
and  all  persons  claiming  by,  from  or  under  him,  shall 
be  exonerated  and  released  from  all  subsequent  claims, 
demands,  liabilities  and  obligations,  in  respect  of  the 
same  shares,  and  from  all  future  observance  and  per- 
formance of  the  covenants,  conditions,  stipulations  and 
agreements. 

The  27th  and  28th  clauses  provided,  that  the  executor 
or  legatee  of  any  deceased  shareholder  should  not  be 
a  member,  but  should  be  at  liberty  either  to  sell  the 
shares  or  to  become  a  member  in  respect  of  such  shares, 
by  giving  notice  of  his  desire,  ^  whereupon,  and  upon 
otherwise  complying  with  the  provisions  of  the  deed  of 
settlement,"  he  shall  be  admitted  and  become  a  member 
of  the  company  in  respect  of  such  shares,  and  have 
the  same  transferred  into  his  name  accordingly,  and 
shall  stand  and  be  personally  charged  with  the  duties 
and  liabilities  incident  to  the  ownership  of  the  same." 

By  the  29th  clause,  the  executor,  administrator  or 
legatee  of  any  deceased  shareholder,  not  electing  to 
become  a  member,  was  not  to  be  entitled  to  receive 
any  dividend  becoming  doe  after  his  title  should  have 
accrued,  but  it  was  to  remain  in  suspense,  until  a  new 
proprietor  should  be  substituted. 

The  30th  clause  gave  right  of  forfeiture,  in  case  of 

any 
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1866/      any  legatee  or  representative  neglecting  or  refasing  to 
execute  the  deed. 


By  the  100th  clause  the  several  persons  to  the  deed 
covenanted  with  the  others,  to  observe,  &c.  all  the 
clauses  and  stipulations  ''  which  were  or  ought  to  be 
observed,  &c.  by  the  covenantor,  or  his  or  her  heirs, 
executors  or  administrators,  respectively,  in  respect  of  or 
in  relation  to  such  share  or  shares  respectively,  so  far 
the  time  being  remaining  part  of  hie  or  her  aseete,  and 
according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  same 
covenants,''  &c. 

Mr.  Toiler,  for  the  Plaintiff,  stated  the  case. 

Mr.  FoUett  and  Mr.  Giffard,  for  the  specific  legatees, 
argued,  that  this  call  was  a  liability  of  the  testator  upon 
his  covenant,  which  his  estate  was  bound  to  discharge, 
and  referred  to  the  100th  clause  of  the  deed  for  the 
purpose  of  shewing,  that  the  testator  had  covenanted 
to  perform  the  obligations  contained  in  the  deed,  which 
included  the  payment  of  future  calls.  They  referred  to 
the  cases  of  Blount  v.  Hiphins  {a) ;  Jacqties  v.  Cham-' 
bers(b),  and  Clive  v.  Clive{c),  as  establishing  the  right 
of  the  specific  legatees  to  have  the  call  paid  as  a  debt 
out  of  the  testator's  residuary  personal  estate. 

Mr.  Llogd  and  Mr.  Prior,  for  the  residuary  legatees. 
All  the  existing  liabilities  had,  at  the  testator's  death, 
been  performed.  If  the  specific  legatees  had  been  adult, 
it  would  have  been  the  duty  of  the  trustees  forthwith 
to  have  transferred  the  shares  into  the  names  of  such 
legatees,  and  all  liability  on  the  part  of  the  executors 

would 

(a)  7  Sim.  43.  Cat.  499. 

(6)  2  CoUytr,  435;  4  RaUw.  (c)  1  Kay,  600. 
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would  then  have  ceased.  The  circumstance  of  their  1855. 
being  infants  cannot  alter  or  affect  their  rights,  or  in- 
crease or  diminish  the  extent  of  the  liability  of  the  tes- 
tator's residuary  estate.  At  all  events,  on  the  transfer 
of  the  shares  into  the  names  of  the  executors,  in  October, 
1845,  all  liability  ceased,  the  estate  of  the  testator  never 
became  liable  to  pay  the  call,  and  the  legatees  themselves 
have  adopted  this  act  of  the  executors.  The  case  is 
analogous  to  a  bequest  of  leaseholds,  in  which  the  spe- 
cific legatee  takes  cum  onere,  and  subject  to  the  obliga- 
tion of  discharging  the  future  rent  and  of  performing 
thenceforth  the  covenants  contained  in  the  lease.  In 
this  case,  on  the  transfer  of  the  shares  into  the  names 
of  the  executors,  and  on  their  assenting  to  the  legacy, 
the  estate  of  the  testator  became  discharged  from  all 
further  liability,  and  the  executors  became,  in  fact,  the 
trustees  for  the  specific  legatees;  JFltzwilliams  v. 
Kellyija),  It  is  the  opinion  of  an  eminent  judge,  '^  that 
the  doctrine  has  already  been  carried  too  far  f  Barry 
Harding  (&).  In  Blount  v.  Hipkins  there  were  no  means 
of  determining  the  liability. 

Mr.  FoUett,  in  reply.  The  transfer  by  the  executors 
into  their  own  names  was  an  act  of  duty  and  necessity, 
to  prevent  a  forfeiture ;  they  were  entered  as  "  execu- 
tors," and  therefore  the  liability  of  the  estate  continued, 
for  the  shares  are  now  as  much  part  of  the  estate  of 
the  testator  as  they  were  at  bis  death.  No  act,  however, 
done  by  the  executors  could  in  any  way  prejudice  the 
rights  of  infants. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  will  look  over  the  deed 
and  authorities  before  I  decide  this  case. 

The 


(a)  10  Hare,  266.  {b)  1  Jones  4-  Lat.  475,  490. 
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The  Mastbr  of  the  Roli^. 

The  questions  in  this  cause  were,  whether  the  pay- 
ment necessary  in  respect  of  a  call  on  certain  banking 
shares,  specifically  bequeathed  by  the  testator,  must  be 
borne  by  his  general  personal  estate,  or  by  the  specific 
legatees  thereof. 

Although  alone  it  may  not  dispose  of  the  whole  ques- 
tion, still  an  important  consideration  in  the  case  is, 
whether  the  liability  of  the  testator's  estate  to  the  pay- 
ment of  this  call  did  subsist  at  the  time  when  the  call 
was  made.  I  have  not  found  any  case  in  which  the 
general  personal  estate  of  the  testator  has  been  com- 
pelled to  bear  this  payment,  unless  where  such  liability 
subsisted  at  the  time  when  the  call  was  made.  I  think 
it  desirable  shortly  to  refer  to  the  reported  decisions. 

The  case  of  Blount  v.  Hipkins  (a)  was  to  this  effect : 
— The  testator  had  taken  shares  in  the  London  and  Bir^ 
mingham  Railway  Company.  He  executed  a  deed  of 
15tb  of  October f  1830,  by  which  he  covenanted  to  pay 
the  future  instalments  on  his  shares,  necessary  for  the 
completion  of  the  railway  within  ten  years.  He  died 
in  1831,  and  the  act  passed  in  1833.  By  bis  will  be  bad 
exonerated  his  personal  estate  from  payment  of  his 
debts,  which  he  had  throwa  on  the  real  estate,  and  be 
specifically  bequeathed  these  shares  to  his  widow.  It 
was  clear  that  the  liability  of  the  estate  continued,  and 
the  Court  held,  that  the  calls  must  be  paid  out  of  the 
real  estate. 

Jacques  "9.  Chambers  {b)  was  substantially  the  same 

point. 

(a)  7  Sim.  43.  (6)  2  Colfyer,  435 ;  4  Raiiw.  Cat.  499. 
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point.   That  case  related  to  shares  in  the  Great  Western        1865. 
Railway  Company,  which  had   been    specifically   be- 
queathed, and  the  Court  ordered  a  sufficient  sum  to  be 
set  apart  to  answer  the  future  calls,  to  pay  which,  the      Burmet. 
estate   of  the  testator,   under  his  covenant,  remained 
liable. 

Clive  V.  CUve{a)  was  to  the  same  effect.  The  testa- 
tor had  bequeathed  the  interest  and  annual  income 
^*  arising  from  all  his  shares  in  the  Peninsular  and 
Oriental  Steam  Navigation  Company,  and  from  his 
Birmingham  Oas  shares,  to  his  wife  for  her  life,*'  and 
after  her  death  or  marriage,  he  gave  it  over  to  other 
persons.  The  calls,  which  were  a  liability  of  the  tes- 
tator's estate,  were  ordered  to  be  paid  out  of  that 
estate.     N. 

Marshall  v.  Holloway  (b)  was  a  case  in  which  the 
testator  had  entered  into  a  covenant  to  erect  buildings  on 
a  leasehold  estate.  This  leasehold  estate  he  specifically 
bequeathed  to  his  daughter  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
her  children.  It  was  held,  that  the  personal  estate  must 
bear  the  expense  of  performing  the  covenant. 

Wright  V.  Warren  (c)  was  a  similar  case,  and  there 
the  Vice -Chancellor  reluctantly  followed  Blount  v. 
Hiphins.  It  appears  from  the  Master's  report,  that 
the  testator's  estate  was  liable  to  pay  all  these  calls, 
except  calls  on  five  shares  in  a  chartered  gas  company, 
but  no  distinction  seems  to  have  been  raised  on  this 
subject  or  submitted  to  th^consideration  of  the  Court, 
and  it  is  to  be  observed,  in  this  case,  that,  although  the 
testator  had  twenty  shares  in  the  London  and  West' 
minster  Bank,   of  100/.  each,    on  which  shares  only 

201. 

(o)  Kay,  600.         (6)  5  Sim.  196.        (c)  ^  De  G.  ^  Sm.  367. 
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1865.  20/.  each  had  been  paid,  and  that  801.  on  each  share 
might  Atill  be  called  for,  nevertheless  the  Court  did  not 
set  apart  any  fund  to  meet  that  possible  future  liability. 

In  Barry  v.  Harding  (a).  Lord  St.  Leonards  held, 
that  the  specific  legatee  of  leaseholds  was  not  liable  to 
pay  the  amount  due  from  the  testator,  at  his  decease, 
for  head  rents,  respecting  which  there  could  be  no  ques- 
tion, but  he  shewed  no  disposition  to  extend  the  doc* 
trine  o(  Blount  v.  Hipkins. 

The  case  of  Fitzwilliams  v.  KeUif  (&)  appears  to  me 
to  lay  down  a  principle  and  draw  a  valuable  distinction 
affecting  this  subject.  In  that  case,  leaseholds  were 
devised,  a  fine  was  payable  in  respect  of  the  admission 
of  trustees,  which  had  become  necessary  during  the  life 
of  the  testatrix ;  it  was  held  that  this  was  payable  out 
of  the  general  personal  estate.  But  another  fine  was 
also  payable,  in  respect  of  the  admission  of  trustees, 
which  became  necessary  after  the  death  of  the  testatrix, 
and  it  was  held,  that  this  latter  fine  was  properly  payable 
by  the  devisees.  That  the  devisees  of  leasehold  estates 
take  the  property  cum  onere  cannot  be  doubted;  but 
that  case  establishes,  that  although  every  thing  that  is 
due  from  the  testator  at  his  death  must  be  paid  out  of 
his  residuary  personal  estate,  yet  that  what  may  become 
due  subsequently  to  his  death  is  not  so  payable,  al- 
though, by  reason  of  his  covenant,  his  personal  estate 
may  remain  liable  thereto,  so  far  as  regards  the  cove- 
nantee, but  that  this  amount  is  properly  payable  by  the 
devisee  of  the  leasehold  interest 

A  distinction  is,  I  think,  to  be  found  (although  per- 
haps not  very  clearly  defined  in  these  decisions)  between 

such 
(a)  1  Janes  ^  Lat.  475.  (6)  10  Hart.  266. 
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such  cases  as  those  of  Blount  v.  Hipkins  and  Jacques  1865. 
y.  Chambers,  and  such  a  case  as  the  present.  In  those 
two  cases  the  testator  had  contracted  to  take  shares  in 
a  railway,  to  acquire  a  title  to  which  the  whole  amount  Burket. 
of  each  share  subscribed  would  be  required.  It  seems 
to  me  that  it  is  reasonable  to  assume,  that  the  testator 
intended  to  give  the  whole  share  for  which  he  had 
subscribed  to  his  legatee,  and  that  the  accident  of  his 
death  occurring  sooner  or  later  ought  not  to  affect  this 
bequest.  But  in  other  cases,  the  full  amount  of  the 
share  subscribed  for  is  not  intended  to  be  paid  or  ex- 
pected to  be  required.  The  first  payment  is  supposed 
to  be  also  the  last,  and  the  testator  sees  no  prospect  of 
any  further  liability  at  his  decease.  The  common  in- 
stance of  a  company  for  insurance  will  illustrate  my 
meaning.  In  these  cases,  the  shares  subscribed  for  may 
be  100/.  each;  this  amount  is  specified  to  meet  the 
liability  which  the  company  may  possibly  incur;  5/.  per 
share  is  paid  up,  the  company  goes  on  realizing  large 
profits,  which  are  divided,  year  after  year,  in  the  shape  of 
dividends;  many  years  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  in 
consequence  of  some  great  and  unforeseen  loss,  a  further 
call  becomes  necessary ;  the  estate  of  the  testator  still 
continues  liable  under  his  covenant,  but  it  may,  I  think, 
be  reasonably  doubted,  whether  the  rule  laid  down  in 
Blount  V.  Hipkins  could  be  applied  to  such  a  case.  If 
it  were  to  arise,  I  do  not  apprehend  that  the  learned 
Judges  who  decided  Blount  v.  Hipkins  and  Jacques  v. 
Chambers  intended  to  lay  down  that  the  rule  applied  to 
every  case  of  calls  made  after  the  death  of  the  testator, 
for  which  his  estate  continued  liable,  whatever  might  be 
the  circumstances  under  which  the  original  shares  were 
taken.  It  is,  I  think,  on  this  distinction  alone,  that  the 
omission  of  the  Court  to  provide  for  the  possibility  of 
further  calls  on  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank 
shares,  in  Wright  v.  Warren,  can  be  explained. 

p  F  2  Both 
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1866.  ^0^^  ^^6  elements  which  I  have  noticed  as  affecting 

'""'^'^^^^  the  decisions  to  which  I  have  referred,  appear  to  me  to 
ARMSTRojia  ^^j^^  .^  ^1^^  present  case  in  favour  of  the  residuary 
Burnet,  legatees.  In  the  first  place,  in  my  opinion,  in  the  case 
before  me^  when  this  call  was  made,  the  liability  of  the 
testator's  estate  to  pay  the  amount  due  in  respect  thereof 
did  not  exist.  I  think  that  this  is  established  by  the 
clauses  of  the  deed,  which  establishes  the  company,  com- 
bined with  the  acts  of  the  parties  themselves.  The  17th 
clause  provided,  that  a  further  sum  of  5/.  per  share  might 
be  called  for,  and,  by  the  110th  clause,  the  testator 
covenanted  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors  and  admini* 
strators,  to  perform  and  fulfil  all  the  covenants,  clauses 
and  stipulations  contained  in  the  deed,  and  which  ought 
to  be  performed  by  him  in  respect  of  his  shares.  Under 
these  clauses,  I  think  that  the  testator's  estate  was,  at 
his  death,  liable  to  pay  the  call  of  6/.  per  share,  when- 
ever that  call  should  be  made,  and  that  this  liability  con- 
tinued until  the  shares  were  transferred  out  of  his  name 
into  that  of  some  other  person. 

By  the  26th  clause,  on  the  transfer  of  shares  to  a  fresh 
holder,  the  liability  of  the  former  holder  ceases.  This 
transfer  may,  under  the  provisions  of  the  deed,  take 
place  in  one  of  two  methods.  First,  it  may  take  place 
by  transfer  to  a  purchaser,  for  which  purpose  various 
rules  and  restrictions  are  imposed  by  the  deed,  but 
which,  as  they  do  not  apply  to  this  case,  I  pass  over,  or 
it  may  take  place  by  transfer  into  the  name  of  the  legal 
personal  representative,  under  the  28th  section. 

The  executors,  in  this  case,  thought  fit  to  avail  them- 
selves of  this  clause,  and  in  April,  1846,  before  any 
call  had  been  made  or  even  contemplated  by  the  com- 
pany, these  shares  were  transferred  to  the  executors. 
By  this  act  they  did,  in  my  opinion,  make  themselves 

trustees 
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trustees  for  the  legatees,  who  were  then  all  infants.  1865. 
The  infants  on  attaining  twenty-one  adopt  this  act,  and 
claini  the  legacy.  The  effect  of  this,  in  my  opinion,  is 
exactly  the  same  as  if  these  shares  had,  at  that  time,  Burnit. 
been  transferred  to  other  persons,  in  trust  for  the  lega- 
tees, or  as  if  the  legatees,  having  attained  twenty-one, 
the  transfer  had  then  been  made  to  them,  personally,  in 
the  proper  proportions. 

It  is  material  to  consider  this  transfer  in  two  points 
of  view;  first,  as  regards  the  company  itself;  and 
secondly,  as  regards  the  persons  interested  under  the 
testator's  estate.  As  regards  the  company,  the  execu- 
tors bad,  by  this  transfer,  become  shareholders,  and 
they  were  personally  liable  to  pay  these  calls  to  the 
company,  whether  the  testator's  estate  was  solvent  or 
insolvent.  The  assets  of  the  testator  were  no  longer 
liable  to  make  these  payments.  I  hold  it  to  be  clear, 
under  this  deed,  that  the  Directors,  having  permitted 
the  transfer,  the  estate  of  the  testator  was  thereby  dis- 
charged from  all  further  liability  to  the  company,  how- 
ever ample  that  estate  might  have  been,  and  although 
the  executors  personally  might  be  unable  to  pay. 

The  liability  to  pay  the  call  subsequently  made,  there- 
fore, cannot  be  treated  as  one  of  the  liabilities  which 
attached  to  the  testator's  estate.  It  was  not  a  debt  due 
from  him ;  he  had  entered  into  a  covenant  to  pay  a 
future  call  of  6/.  per  share  on  his  shares  only  so  long 
as  they  remained  untransferred  from  bis  name  into  that 
of  some  other  person.  The  cases  therefore  of  Blount  v. 
Hipkins  and  Jcuques  v.  Chambers  do  not  apply. 

As  between  the  persons  interested  under  the  tes- 
tator's will,  I  think  that  this  call  must  be  borne  by  the 
legatees  and  not  by  tlie  general  personal  estate.    As 

the 
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1866.  the  payment  of  the  call  could  not  have  been  enforced 
by  the  company  against  the  general  personal  estate  of 
the  testator,  the  liability  of  the  general  personal  estate 
Burnet.  to  bear  this  payment,  or  in  other  words  to  exonerate  the 
trustees  from  the  payment  thereof,  if  at  all,  can  arise 
only  by  reason  of  some  intimation  of  an  intention  to 
that  effect,  to  be  gathered  from  the  will  of  the  testator. 
But  nothing  of  that  sort  is  to  be  found  in  it ;  on  the 
contrary,  the  intention  fairly  attributable  to  the  testator 
is,  that  the  legatees  should  take  their  legacies  cum  onere, 
and  this  is  one  of  the  burdens  incidental  to  the  gift. 

In  Blount  v.  Hipkins  and  Jacques  v.  Chambers,  I 
apprehend,  that  the  Court  would  not  have  directed 
payment,  out  of  the  general  personal  estate,  of  any 
calls  which  had  been  made  after  the  full  payment  of  all 
that  was  due  on  each  share  (assuming  that  any  such 
call  could  have  been  made),  and  after  the  transfer  of 
the  shares  to  the  legatees.  If  this  were  not  so,  it  would 
seem  to  me  to  follow,  that  if  a  testator  had  specifically 
bequeathed  shares  in  a  company  to  one,  who  got  them 
transferred  into  his  own  name,  and  that  company  after- 
wards failed,  and  thereupon  a  contribution  were  required 
in  respect  of  the  share  so  bequeathed,  then  that  in  such 
a  case  the  testator's  general  personal  estate  would  be 
liable  to  pay  such  contribution.  This  is  not,  I  think, 
the  effect  of  the  decisions  or  of  the  law. 

It  was  argued,  however,  with  great  force,  that  the 
mere  fact  of  the  transfer  to  the  executors  cannot  alter 
the  right  between  themselves  and  the  persons  interested 
in  the  testator's  estate,  and  that,  to  permit  such  transfer 
to  have  such  an  effect,  would  be  to  enable  the  executors, 
by  favour  or  caprice,  to  alter  the  rights  of  the  parties 
and  the  disposition  of  the  testator's  will.  I  do  not 
adopt  that  argument  to  its  full  extent ;  though  generally 

true, 
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true,  it  18  liable  to  many  quali6cation8 ;  but  adopting  it  1856. 
in  the  present  case,  for  the  purpose  of  the  arguments,  I 
still  remain  of  opinion,  that  this  is  a  burden  to  be  borne 
by  the  legatee.  I  am  disposed  to  believe,  that  the  dis-  Burnet 
tinction  which  regulates  these  cases  is  that  which  I  have 
before  referred  to,  as  being  indistinctly  admitted  in  some 
of  the  cases  cited,  and  particularly  in  the  case  of  Wright 
y.  Warren^  and  I  think  that  the  distinction  is  inTolved 
in  the  answer  to  this  question : — was  the  subject-matter 
of  the  testator's  bequest  complete  in  itself  when  the 
bequest  took  effect  ?  In  Blount  v.  Hipkins  and  Jacques 
▼•  Chambers  the  testator  bequeathed  shares  in  a  com-^ 
pany  to  be  formed,  the  shares  and  the  interest  of  the 
testator  in  them  were  not  complete,  and  therefore  the 
liability  he  was  under  to  complete  his  interest  therein 
fell  on  his  general  personal  estate.  This  seems  to  me 
also  to  be  the  principle  of  the  decision  in  Marshall  ▼. 
Holloway,  and  also  in  Fitzwilliams  v.  Kelly,  Where 
the  interest  of  the  testator,  in  the  subject-matter 
which  he  professes  to  bequeath,  is  complete,  or  where 
it  is  so  treated  and  considered  by  him  and  by  all 
persons  unconnected  with  it,  as  in  the  case  suggested 
of  a  share  in  an  insurance  company,  I  think  that  the 
future  calls  fall  on  the  legatee  and  not  on  the  general 
personal  estate;  but  where  farther  payments  are  re- 
quired to  make  perfect  the  interest  which  the  testator 
professes  specifically  to  bequeath,  then,  I  think,  that 
the  general  personal  estate  is  applicable  for  that 
purpose. 

To  apply  this  to  the  present  case :  if  the  transfer  had 
not  taken  place  to  the  executors,  I  should  still  be  of 
opinion  that  the  burden  of  paying  this  call  must  fall  on 
the  legatees.  But  if  this  call  had  been  contemplated 
before  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  had  been  required 
to  make  his  interest  in  that  share  complete  (as,  for 

instance, 
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instance,  if  the  further  call  were  required  before  the 
company  could  be  worked,  or  before  any  dividends 
could  be  paid),  then  I  should  have  been  of  opinion  that 
the  general  personal  estate  of  the  testator  ought  to  have 
borne  the  expense  of  these  calls.  This  distinction  may 
possibly  give  rise  to  some  difficulty  and  some  nicety  in 
some  cases,' but  not,  I  think,  an  insurmountable  one. 
Whether  however  this  be  so  or  not,  it  appears  to  me  to 
be  a  reasonable  principle,  and  one  by  which  all  the 
decisions  on  this  subject  may  be  reconciled. 


The  result  is,  that  in  my  opinion  this  call  of  5/.  per 
share  must  be  borne  by  the  legatees  of  the  banking 
shares,  and  that  the  residuary  legatees  are  exonerated 
from  all  contribution  in  respect  of  it. 


May  2. 

A  subptttia 
duces  tecum 
to  produce  and 
testify  at  the 
hearing  will 
not  be  issued 
except  to  the 
extent  of  the 
old  practice. 

The  lien  of 
a  solicitor  on 
documents 
does  not  re- 
lieve him  from 
the  necessity  of 
producing 
them  for  the 
purposes  of 
evidence  at 
the  instance  of 
third  parties. 


HOPE  r.  LIDDELL. 

Ti/TR.  CLIPPERTON,  a  solicitor,  was  served  with 
a  subpcsnaj  on  behalf  of  the  three  Defendants,  to 
produce  a  deed  before  the  Examiner.  He  attended,  but 
refused  to  produce  it,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  a  lien  on 
it  for  the  costs  of  its  preparation.  The  deed  had  been 
prepared  by  him  for  Benjamin  Norton^  deceased,  and 
neither  of  the  three  Defendants,  on  whose  behalf  the  pro- 
duction was  sought,  was  his  representative.  Application 
was  then  made  to  the  Record  and  Writ  Clerk  to  seal  a 
subpcma  duces  tecum  to  attend  the  Court  at  the  hearing 
of  the  cause  and  produce  the  deed,  but  he  declined  to 
seal  such  subpmna  without  the  order  of  the  Court. 

Mr.  Ji.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Amphlett  now  moved  that 
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the  Record  and  Writ  Clerk  might  be  directed  to  seal        |ggg 
the  subpcsna. 


Hope 

V. 


The  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls.  ^iddbll. 

I  think  the  Record  and  Writ  Clerk  right.  There  is 
no  power  under  the  old  practicei  it  is  only  under  the 
new  practice.  You  may  either  proceed  under  the  old 
practice  or  the  new.  The  old  practice  is  this : — ^you 
obtain  an  order  to  examine  witnesses  to  prove  a  deed 
viva  voce  at  the  hearing.  You.  then  obtain  a  stdqMsna 
duces  tecum  to  produce  and  prove  it,  and  you  serve  the 
witness.  When  he  attends,  the  only  question  you  can 
ask  is,  **  is  that  your  name  and  handwriting/'  and  if  he 
refuses  to  produce,  you  ore  stopped.  Under  the  new 
practice  the  Court,  if  it  sees  fit  so  to  do,  may  require 
the  production  and  oral  examination  of  a  witness,  but 
I  shall  not  order  the  production  and  examination  of 
witnesses  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause  without  special 
reason,  unless  it  be  shewn  that  it  cannot  be  done 
before  (a). 


Mr.  iZ.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Amphlett  now  moved,  that  May  8. 
Mr.  CUpperton  might  be  ordered,  at  his  own  expense, 
to  produce  the  deed  before  the  Examiner,  and  pay  the 
costs.  They  relied  on  Brassington  v.  Brassington  (b) 
as  being  a  case  in  point,  and  argued  that  a  solicitor 
could  not,  on  the  ground  of  lien,  deprive  a  party  of  the 
evidence  necessary  to  prove  his  case. 

Mr.  FoUett  and  Mr.  Bdmond  James,  contri,  for  Mr. 

CUpperton.    A  solicitor  is  not  bound  to  produce  any 

document 

(a)  See  Griffith  v.   Rickettt,  v.  Budget,  1  Atk.  443;  15  &  16 

i  Hare,  p.  301 ;  May  v.  Biggen-  Vkt  c.  86,  8.  39  ;  Ordinen  Can* 

den,  1  Smale  ^  G.  133;  Smith'i  293,  339. 

Prac.  U5, 255  (5th  edit.);  Graves  (6)  ISim.^Stu.  455. 
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1866.  document  until  his  lien  for  preparing  it  is  discharged. 
This  was  decided  by  Vice-Chancellor  Wigram  in  Chiffith 
T.  Rickett8{fl)y  who  refused  to  order  a  solicitor,  claiming 
LiDDSLi..  a  lien  on  a  deed,  to  produce  it,  observing  "that  such  an 
order  would  not  be  made  as  against  a  mortgagee,  and 
the  case  of  a  lien  was,  in  sabstance,  the  same/'  The 
solicitor  has  the  same  rights  as  a  mortgagee,  and  ought 
not  to  be  compelled  to  produce  a  deed  prepared  by  him 
until  it  has  been  paid  for.  A  solicitor's  lien  would  be 
nugatory  if  he  were  ordered  to  prodace  the  documents 
whenever  required.  Thompson  ▼.  MoHleyiJb)^  In  the 
matter  of  ike  Oxford  and  Worcester  Extension,  &c.  Rail- 
way Company  (c)  were  also  cited. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  Mr.  Clipperton  is  bound  to  pro- 
duce the  deed.  The  lien  of  a  solicitor  entitles  him  to 
retain  documents  on  which  he  has  a  lien  against  all  the 
world,  and  I  have  always  expressed  an  anxiety  to  pre« 
serve  to  solicitors  the  benefit  of  their  lien,  but  there  is 
a  marked  distinction  between  a  production  of  documents 
for  the  purposes  of  evidence,  and  taking  them  out  of  a 
soHcHor's  possession. 

A  solicitor's  lien  must  be  the  same,  whether  he  is  the 
solicitor  in  the  cause  or  is  a  mere  witness,  and  in  a 
cause  it  is  a  matter  of  daily  experience,  notwithstand^ 
ing  a  solicitor  has  a  lien  on  the  papers  in  the  cause,  to 
compel  their  production.  Why  should  his  rights  in 
respect  of  his  liein  be  dlftirtent  when  he  is  called  upon 
as  a  wimeBs,  to  produce  papers  ift  bis  possession  for  the 
purposes  of  justice  ?  The  only  question  now  is,  whether 

the 

(a)  7  Hurey  p.  303.  (c)  I  DeG.^  Sm.  738^ 

(6)  5  Car.  *  J*.  601. 
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the  lien  of  a  solicitor  on  a  deed  can  entitle  him  to  pre-        1856. 

▼ent  its  being  given  in  evidence  in  this  cause,  I  think 

not. 

There  is  a  marked  difference  between  the  rights  of  a 
mortgagee  and  that  of  a  solicitor  having  a  lien  on 
papers.  The  mortgagee  has  no  lien  on  the  deeds ;  he 
has  a  charge  on  the  land.  At  law,  he  is  the  owner  of 
the  estate,  the  deeds  evidence  his  title  to  the  pro- 
perty, and  the  Coart,  therefore,  will  never  compel  him 
to  produce  the  evidence  of  his  title,  until  his  claims 
have  been  paid.  But  a  lien  on  deeds  does  not  affect, 
and  is  not  a  charge  upon,  the  property;  it  affects 
merely  the  parchment  or  paper  which  happens  to  be  in 
his  hands.  Lord  Lyndhurst  thought  that  the  lien  on 
a  document  was  no  reason  why  it  ought  not  to  be  pro- 
duced for  the  purposes  of  justice  at  the  trial ;  and  Sir 
John  Leach,  in  Brasnngton  v.  BrasHn^ton,  compelled 
a  solicitor  to  produce  documents  on  which  he  had  a  lien 
for  the  purposes  of  evidence.  The  case  of  the  Oxford 
and  Worcester  Railway  Company  was  very  different; 
there  the  order  was  for  the  delivery  up  of  the  papers, 
which  is  a  different  and  distinct  matter.  It  is  obvious 
that  no  order  for  the  delivery  up  of  the  documents  can 
be  made,  but  it  is  the  right  of  the  parties,  and  essential 
to  the  due  administration  of  justice,  to  have  it  in  evi- 
dence, and  I  am  of  opinion  that  Mr.  Clipperton  is 
bound  to  produce  this  deed  before  the  Examiner.  I 
am,  however,  of  opinion  that  he  is  justified  in  saying 
he  will  not  part  with  it. 

No  costs. 


NoTB.-^  An  order  xras  drawn  up  directing  Mr.  Clipperton  to  produce 
the  deed.  He  attended  the  Examiner  (June  7th)  and  producea  it,  hut 
declined  to  allow  it  to  he  looked  at  hy  the  parties  until  his  lien  had  heen 
satisfied .  A  motion  was  made  to  commit  hini  ( June  1 2th) .  The  Master 
of  the  Rolls  observed,  that  Mr.  Clipperian  had  misunderstood  his  order, 
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for,  though  be  did  not  intend  that  the  deed  ihould  not  be  taken  ftom 
him,  be  meant  that  the  contents  of  the  deed  aboold  be  read,  otherwite 
the  order  would  be  nugatory.  He  directed  ibe  motbn  to  stand  over 
on  Mr.  CUppertan  undertaking  to  move  before  the  Court  of  Appeal  to 
discharge  the  order  of  the  8th  of  Mm.  On  appeal,  the  order  of  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  was  affirmed  by  the  Loids  Justices  on  the  30th  of 
Juncy  1855. 


Jsisy  2* 

Two  persona 
seised  of  free- 
holds agreed  to 
carry  on  busi- 
ness in  part- 
nership upon 
the  premises 
for  fourteen 
jrears,  and  that 
if  either  died 
during  that 
term,  the  sur- 
▼iTor  should 
murchaae  the 
freeholds  at  a 
stated  price. 
The  fourteen 
yean  havrog 
expired,  they, 
by  parol  agree- 
ment, con- 
tinued the 
partnership 
**  on  the  Old 
terms."    One 
afterwards 
died  intestate. 
Held,  that  the 
stipulation  as 
to  purchase 
was  binding, 
and  that  the 
freeholds  were 
converted  into 
personal  es- 
tate, and  did 
not  pass  to  the 
heir. 

Admissibflity 
where  real  estate 


ESSEX  V.  ESSEX. 

JM^ILLIAM  ESSEX  and  bis  brother  Thomas  Essex 
were  seised  in  fee  of  some  freehold  messuages  in 
Stanhope  Street^  and  entitled  to  certain  leaseholds  there, 
which  they  derived  under  the  will  of  their  father.  They 
agreed  by  deed  to  become  partners  in  the  business  of 
curriers  and  tanners,  for  a  term  of  fourteen  years  from 
the  1st  o{  January,  1837,  and  to  carry  it  on  upon  these 
premises,  which  were  fitted  for  that  purpose. 

The  partnership  deed  contained  a  clause,  which,  as 
far  as  is  material,  was  as  follows : — 

<<  In  case  either  of  the  said  parties  shall  depart  this  life 
during  the  said  copartnership  term,  the  said  copartner- 
ship shall  wholly  cease,  and  the  surviving  partner  shall 
purchase  and  take  all  the  share,  estate,  right,  title  and 
interest  of  the  deceased  partner  of  and  in  the  said  free- 
hold messuages  and  premises,  Nos.27  and  28,  Stanhope 
Street  For  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  and  settling 
the  price  or  ralue  to  be  paid  by  the  surviring  partner 
for  the  said  freehold  messuages  and  premises,  Nos.  27 
and  28,  Stanhope  Street,  it  is  agreed,  that  the  entirety 
of  the  same,  including  the  plant  and  tan  pits,  shall  be 

valued 


of  evidence  of  a  parol  contract  as  to  the  continuance  of  a  partnership 
is  concemedi 
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▼alued  at  the  Bum  of  S^OOO/.,  and  each  undivided  moiety        1855. 
at  2,600//' 

The  term  of  fourteen  yeara  expired  in  January^  1851, 
after  which  they  continued  to  carry  on  the  business 
together,  but  they  entered  into  no  new  articles  of  agree- 
ment for  the  copartnership,  and  no  break  was  made. 
They  continued  to  carry  on  business  in  partnership  on 
the  premises  on  the  same  terms,  as  to  division  of  profits 
and  otherwi8e,as  they  bad  done  during  the  fourteen  years, 
until  t/tt/y,  1854,  when  Thomas  Essex  died  intestate, 
leaving  the  Plaintifi*,  his  widow  and  administratrix,  and 
the  Defendant,  Thomas  Essex  the  younger,  who  was  his 
heir,  and  other  children. 

The  Plaintiff  now  insisted,  that  the  stipulation  for 
the  purchase  of  Thomases  moiety  of  the  freehold  mes« 
snages,  at  2,500/.,  was  binding,  and  that  the  purchase* 
money  was  personal  estate ;  but  the  Defendant,  Thomas 
Essex  the  younger,  on  the  contrary,  contended,  that 
on  bis  father's  death,  intestate,  the  freehold  became 
Tested  in  him. 

The  solicitor  of  the  partners,  in  his  affidavit,  stated, 
that  shortly  after  the  termination  of  the  term  of  four* 
teen  years,  he  was  consulted  by  the  parties,  and  sug- 
gested the  renewal  of  the  partnership  agreement,  by 
fresh  articles,  but  he  "was  informed  by  both  of  them, 
that  they  did  not  consider  it  necessary,  inasmuch  as 
they  intended  to  remain  in  partnership  on  the  old 
terms." 

By  this  bill,  the  Plaintiff  prayed,  that  the  agreement 
for  the  purchase  of  this  moiety  of  the  freehold  mes- 
suages and  premises  at  the  price  of  2,500/.  might  be 

specifically 
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1856.       specifically  perfonnedi  and  that  the  rights  of  the  parties 
to  the  purchase-money  might  be  declared. 


Mr.  R.  Pahm  and  Mr.  17.  R.  Farrer,  for  the  Plain- 
tiff. The  stipulation  as  to  the  surviving  partner  taking 
the  share  of  the  deceased  partner  in  the  plant  and  free- 
holdsi  at  a  fixed  price,  was  operative  at  the  death  of  the 
intestate.  By  continuing  the  partnership  after  the  ex» 
piratioQ  of  the  fourteen  years,  the  partners  adopted  all 
the  provisions  of  the  articles,  except  as  to  the  duration  of 
the  partnership.  The  law  is  clearly  stated  by  Sir  An* 
thony  Hart  in  Booth  v.  Park$  (a).  He  says,  '^  We 
know,  that  after  the  expiration  of  the  term  at  first 
agreed  upon,  partnerships  frequently  continue  without 
a  new  agreement;  and  the  effect  of  that  is,  that  the 
partners,  after  the  expiration  of  the  partnership  term, 
continuing  to  carry  on  the  trade  without  a  new  deed, 
all  the  old  covenants  are  infused  into  the  new  series  of 
transactions,  with  the  single  exception  of  the  covenant 
for  duration ;  for  either  may  instanter  dissolve  the  pro- 
longed partnership,  but  all  the  other  original  stipulations 
are  continued."  [The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  The  case  seems 
like  that  of  a  tenant  holding  over  after  the  expiration 
of  the  term.]  That  would  be  the  law  independent  of 
any  subsequent  contract,  but  here,  the  evidence  proves 
an  agreement  to  carry  on  the  business  on  the  old  terms. 

Secondly,  there  being  a  valid  contract  for  sale  at  the 
death  of  the  intestate,  the  produce  is  personal  estate. 
The  case  of  Cookson  v.  Coohson  {b),  which  will  be  cited, 
is  not  consistent  with  Ripley  v.  Waterworth  (c).  The 
plant  is  intermixed  with  the  premises,  and  cannot  be 

severed ; 

(a)  1  MoUoy,  p.  466.  (e)  7  VeL  435. 

(b)  8  Sim.  529. 
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severed ;  the  whole  is  partnership  property  and  personal       1856. 
estate* 


Mr.  Llojfd  and  Mr.  Fawbr,  for  the  sunriving  partner, 
insisted  on  bis  right  to  purchase  the  phint  and  premises 
at  the  price  fixed.  They  cited  Cook  v.  CoUingridgM  (a) ; 
Sution  ▼.  Warren(b) ;  Doe  d.  Rigge  ▼.  JB0U(c). 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Welford,  for  the  heir.  First, 
and  apart  from  the  stipulation  as  to  purchasing  the  real 
estate,  the  fact  that  the  property  was  used  for  partner* 
ship  purposes  is  insufficient  to  change  its  nature  and 
convert  it  into  personalty.  Real  estate  purchased  out 
of  the  partnership  monies  for  partnership  purposes  will 
be  considered  personal  estate,  but  the  rule  is  inappli- 
cable to  a  case  where  it  is  not  purchased  by  the  part* 
nership,  but  is  vested  in  the  partners  independently 
of  it ;  Smith  v.  Smith  (d) ;  Randall  v.  Randall  (e) ;  Bal- 
maiuY.  Shore  (f).  In  the  latter  case,  there  was  a  purchase 
by  partners  of  real  estate,  and  a  conveyance  to  them  and 
their  respective  heirs,  equally,  as  tenants  in  common, 
&o.,  to  be  used  in  trade  during  the  partnership,  with 
covenants  against  alienation  and  partition ;  the  answer 
stated,  that  the  purchase-money  of  the  freehold  premises 
was  paid,  not  out  of  the  partnership  effects,  but  out  of 
the  separate  property  of  each  partner.  On  the  question 
whether  this  was  real  estate,  Sir  William  Grant  said, 
'^  After  the  case  of  Thomas  v.  Dixon^  reported  in  Browne 
by  the  name  of  Thornton  v.  Dixon,  that  is  not  a  ques- 
tion that  admits  of  argument,  for  this  is  rather  a  stronger 
case  for  the  heir  than  that.  There  it  was  purchased 
generally,  applied  to  the  uses  of  the  partnership,  and 
apparently  was  -purchased  for  no  other  end,  yet  it  was 

considered 

•(a)  Jacob,  620.  (d)  5  Vet.  p.  193. 

(6)  1  Met.  4*  Wels.  466.  («)  7  Sim.  271. 

(c)  5  Term  R.  471 ;  2  Smiih't  (^f)  9  F«.  p.  508. 
Leading  Cases,  72. 
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1856.  considered  to  be  real  estate  by  Lord  Thurhw.  Here 
the  parties  have  limited  and  defined  the  extent  of  the 
interest  the  partnership  was  to  have  in  the  real  pro- 
perty. Considering  themselves  as  owners  of  the  real 
estate,  as  tenants  in  common,  they  stipulate  that  the 
partnership  shall  have  a  certain  ownership,  notwith- 
standing that  interest  in  them  as  tenants  in  fee.  The 
premises  are  to  continue  to  be  used  in  the  trade  as  long 
as  the  partnership  lasts.  They  can  claim  nothing  as 
partners  except  through  the  covenants.  Subject  to  the 
covenants  it  goes  as  real  estate."  "  The  question  for  my 
decision  is  only  whether  I  can  declare  this  real  estate  to 
be  personal  property,  to  go  as  the  shares  of  the  partner* 
ship.    That  I  am  of  opinion  I  cannot  declare." 

The  partnership  had  nothing  but  the  right  of  user  of  the 
land,  so  long  as  the  partnership  subsisted,  and  the  law 
relative  to  the  quality  of  partnership  property  does  not 
affect  the  question  of  conversion,  which  depends  on  the 
special  contract 

Secondly,  the  proviso  that  the  surviving  partner 
should  purchase  the  freeholds,  is  limited  to  the  event 
of  one  dying  ^'  during  the  said  copartnership  term,**  that 
is,  during  the  fourteen  years.  It  therefore  ceased  on 
the  1st  o(  January,  1861. 

But  it  is  said,  that  it  was  revived,  first,  by  the  cir- 
cumstance of  the  partners  having  continued  to  carry  on 
the  business  after  that  period ;  and  secondly,  by  express 
agreement.  On  the  first  point,  however,  the  case  of 
Cookson  V.  Cookson(a)  is  a  conclusive  authority  in  favour 
of  the  Defendant.  In  that  case,  A.  carried  on  tri^de  upon 
land  of  which  he  was  seised  in  fee.  Afterwards  he  took 
one  of  his  sons  into  partnership  for  twenty-four  years, and 
conveyed  to  him,  in  fee,  certain  shares  in  the  land,  and  by 
their  articles  of  partnership  they  covenanted  that  the  iabd 

should, 

(a)  8  Sim.  529, 
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should^  at  ail  times  thereafter,  be  held  as  partnership  1855. 
property,  and  be  considered  and  treated  as  part  of  the 
joint  stock  of  the  trade;  and  it  was  provided,  that  if 
either  partner  died  or  retired  during  the  twenty-four 
years,  his  copartner  might  purchase  his  share  at  the 
sum  stated  to  be  its  value  in  the  last  yearly  accounts. 
In  the  course  of  the  twenty-four  years,  1,700Z.  was 
expended  out  of  the  partnership  funds,  in  building  on 
the  land.  After  the  expiration  of  the  twenty-four  years, 
and  until  Ah  death,  he  and  his  son  continued  to  carry 
on  their  trade  on  the  land,  without  entering  into  any 
new  agreement.  Held,  that  the  son's  right  of  pre- 
emption, as  to  his  father's  share  of  the  stock,  including 
the  land,  expired  with  the  term  of  twenty-four  years, 
and  that,  all  the  debts  of  the  partnership  having  been 
paid,  AJs  share  of  the  land  retained  its  original  cha- 
racter and  descended  to  his  heir.  Sir  Launcelot  Shad- 
wellf  in  regard  to  the  right  of  purchasing,  observes  (a), 
**  The  clauses  which  relate  to  what  was  to  be  done,  if 
at  any  time  before  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  twenty- 
four  years,  either  of  the  parties  should  be  desirous  to 
sell  his  share,  or  should  die  without  having  bequeathed 
his  share  to  a  son,  are  clauses  which  apply  only  to  the 
specific  case  which  is  there  pointed  out,  and  do,  by  no 
means,  even  by  reference,  apply  to  the  case  which  did 
happen,  namely,  to  the  case  that  the  original  term  of 
twenty-four  years  did  actually  expire,  and  that  the 
father  and  son  continued  to  carry  on  the  partnership 
business  without  any  new  stipulation,  until  the  death 
of  the  father  in  1831.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  effect 
in  law  was  this,  namely,  that  inasmuch  as  when  they 
continued  to  carry  on  the  partnership  after  the  expira- 
tion of  the  original  term,  without  entering  into  any  new 
stipulations,  the  stipulations  that  were  in  the  old  articles 

did 

(a)  8  Simont,  p.  546, 
VOL.  XX.  G  G 
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1866.  ^^^  ftppjy  w  f*'"  *»  ***®y  could,  but  the  stipulation  with 
respeot  to  the  purchase  of  a  deceased  partner's  share 
could  not  apply,  inasmuch  as  that  stipulation  had  refer- 
ence only  to  the  contingency  of  one  of  the  partners 
dying  during  the  continuance  of  the  term/' 

Then  it  is  said,  that  there  was  a  subsequent  contract, 
by  which  this  stipulation  is  engrafted  on  the  continuing 
partnership,  but,  as  regards  real  estate,  this  was  a  mere 
parol  agreement,  void  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds ;  be- 
sides which,  it  carries  the  case  no  further  than  if  there 
had  been  no  evidence  at  all,  for  they  are  represented  to 
have  said,  ''  that  they  intended  to  remain  in  partner* 
ship  on  the  old  terms ;"  that,  as  in  Cookson  v.  Cooksorif 
means  the  terms  exclusive  of  the  right  to  purchase, 
which  has  expired.  In  Emuss  v.  Smith  (a),  the  Court 
remarked,  "  That  no  one  could  read  the  judgment  in 
Townley  v.  Bedwell  (A),  and  not  see  that  Lord  Eldon 
thought  that  Lawes  v.J3ennett{c)  had  gone  far  enough/' 

TTltf  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  clause  in  question  is  binding 
on  the  estate  of  the  deceased  partner,  as  well  as  on  the 
survivor. 

The  case  stated  is  to  this  effect: — ^Two  gentlemen 
agreed  to  enter  into  partnership,  as  curriers  and  tanners. 
They  were  possessed,  as  tenants  in  common,  of  certain 
freehold  premises,  which  were  suited  for  the  purpose  of 
the  trade.  They  enter  into  articles,  by  which  they 
agree  that  the  partnership  shall  continue  for  fourteen 
years,  and  which  contain  various  other  stipulations, 
some  relating  to  the  accounts,  others  relating  to  the 
mode  in  which  the  trade  is  to  be  carried  on,  and  others 
as  to  the  way  in  which  the  property  is  to  be  dis- 
posed 

(a)  2  D0  G.  4-  Sm.  p.  734.  (r)  1  Cox,  167. 

(6)  14  Ves,  591. 
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posed  of  at  the  expiration  of  the  partnership.  They 
enter  into  yarious  covenants ;  one  is,  that  in  case  either 
party  to  the  deed  should  die  during  the  term,  the 
surviyor  shall  purchase  the  share  of  the  deceased  part- 
ner in  the  freeholds.  It  is  not  disputed  that  this  clause 
was  binding  during  the  continuance  of  the  partnership 
articles. 

The  term  expired  in  January^  1851,  and  about  three 
years  and  a  half  afterwards  one  of  the  partners  died,  but  in 
the  meanwhile,  after  the  expiration  of  the  fourteen  years, 
the  two  partners  had  agreed  by  parol  to  carry  on  the 
partnership  on  the  terms  of  the  deed,  and  the  question 
is  this : — is  this  agreement  binding  on  them. 

I  express  no  opinion  on  Coakion  ▼.  Cooison,  or  whe- 
ther it  is  to  be  followed  in  all  cases  or  not;  I  think 
it  does  not  apply  to  this  case.  This  is  a  case  to  which 
the  Statute  of  Frauds  does  not  apply,  for  a  partnership,  , 
the  terms  of  which  have  been  settled  by  parol,  is  as 
good  as  one  the  terms  of  which  have  been  settled  by 
writing.  It  is  clear,  that  if  they  had  carried  on  the  part- 
nership for  a  year  they  were  at  liberty  to  do  so,  and  the 
terms  agreed  upon  would  be  perfectly  binding  on  them. 
All  I  have  to  ascertain  is,  whether  in  fact  it  was  part 
of  the  arrangement,  that  this  stipulation  should  form 
part  of  the  conditions  on  which  they  continued  to  carry 
on  the  partnership.  Suppose  they  had  indorsed  on  the 
partnership  articles  that  they  had  agreed  to  carry  on 
the  partnership  for  seven  years,  on  the  terms  contained 
in  the  articles,  would  any  body  doubt  that  the  stipula- 
tions would  be  binding  on  both  parties  ?  If  they  agreed 
to  carry  it  on  for  one  year,  these  terms  would  have  been 
as  binding  as  for  seven  years ;  so  if  they  had  agreed  to 
carry  the  partnership  on  at  pleasure,  these  terms  would 
have  been  equally  binding  on  the  parties  until  it  was 
determined.    I  am  at  a  loss  to  discover  on  what  principle 

G  G  2  the 
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1856.  the  Court  can  stop  short.  The  agreement  is,  that  tbe 
accounts  for  fourteen  years  shall  be  taken  in  a  particular 
manner;  they  continue  the  paiinership  after  the  expira- 
tion of  that  term ;  is  this  clause  binding?  Are  they  to 
take  the  accounts  in  the  same  manner?  It  seems  that 
there  is  a  clause  in  the  articles  that  the  accounts  are  to 
be  taken  yearly,  and  to  be  binding  on  them,  would  not 
this  clause  be  binding?  If  there  was  a  clause  that  they 
should  not  pledge  the  partnership  assets  during  the  four* 
teen  years,  would  not  that  apply  to  the  new  partnership  ? 
and  does  not  the  same  principle  apply  to  the  division  of 
property?  On  what  principle  can  it  be  contended  that 
the  mode  in  which  the  estate,  which  has  been  used  for 
partnership  purposes,  is  to  be  divided  is  not  to  be  as  bind- 
ing as  the  mode  of  carrying  on  the  business,  of  taking 
the  accounts,  or  the  prohibition  against  pledging  the 
partnership  assets,  all  of  which  are  expressed  to  be  only 
during  fourteen  years.  In  the  case  I  have  supposed,  viz. 
that  they  had  indorsed  on  the  articles  that  they  had  agreed 
to  continue  the  partnership  on  the  same  terms,  I  am  of 
opinion  they  would  be  bound.  Assume  here  they  did  it 
by  parol,  and  that  they  stated  ''  that  they  intended  to 
remain  a  partnership  on  the  old  terms."  This,  no  doubt, 
would  constitute  a  partnership  during  pleasure,  which 
either  of  them  might  dissolve  when  he  pleased ;  but  I  con« 
cur  with  Sir  A,  Hart^  that  the  continuing  partnership  was 
varied  only  as  to  the  term  of  its  duration,  and  that  all  the 
other  stipulations  exist.  I  am  at  a  loss  to  understand  how 
the  partners  are  to  be  bound  by  every  other  stipulation, 
and  that  the  Court  is  to  say,  with  respect  to  this  one,  that 
it  is  not  binding,  though  no  reason  is  given  why  it  should 
not  be  equally  binding.  I  must  make  a  decree  for  spe- 
cific performance,  according  to  the  prayer,  and  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  property  is  personal  estate. 

Note. — ^ee  King  w  Chuck ^  17  Bean,  325;  and  Dor^jf  v.  Dor^i 
Vice-Chancellor  Kindertley,  8tb  Mnrch^  1856. 
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HONYWOOD  V.  HONYWOOD. 

May  3,  8,  26. 
N  application  was  made  to  the  Court  for  its  sane-  Diiindination 
tion  to  the  marriage  of  Sir   Courtenay  Hony^  t^i^,,STih^ 

wood,  an  infant  ward,  who  had  recently  attained  the  marriage  of  an 

g*.        .  infiant  ward, 

age  of  twenty.  where  it  is  im. 

ponible  for 

Mr.  Lloyd  and   Mr.  Jessel  appeared  for  the  Pe-  J}™|,^{!;,f^"J^^ 

titioner.  to  settle  his 

real  estate  so 

Mr.  SeZtty»  for  the  lady.  ri^SSS* 

and  to  make 

Mr.  jR.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Shapter  for  Lady  Hony-  provision  for 

^  *  ^  younger  child- 

foood,  ren. 

T/ie  Masteb  of  the  Rolls  expressed  the  following 
opinion : — 

'^  I  am  of  opinion^  that  I  cannot  sanction  the  mar- 
riage of  Sir  Courtenay  Honywood  during  his  infancy^ 
unless  all  his  guardians  concur  in  thinking  it  desirable 
that  the  marriage  should  take  place  during  his  infancy. 
Even  with  that  concurrence,  I  should  hesitate,  whether 
I  could  with  propriety  give  the  sanction  of  the  Court 
to  the  marriage  during  the  infancy  of  the  proposed  hus- 
band. The  evil  likely  to  arise  from  the  inarriage  being 
delayed  for  ten  or  eleven  months  does  not  (considering 
the  age  at  which  the  intended  husband  and  bride  are 
now  arrived)  appear  to  me  to  be  appreciable ;  but  the 
advantages  to  be  derived  from  this  delay  appear  to  me 
to  be  considerable.  That  alone  to  which  I  shall  refer  is 
the  following : — As  Sir  Courtenay  Honywood  is  the 
representative  of  an  old  family,  and  possessed  of  an 
hereditary  title,  it  is,  as  it  appears  to  me,  desirable,  that 

on 
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1855.  on  his  marriage,  the  family  estates  should  be  so  settled 
that  they  may  go  with  the  title,  and  that  provision 
should  be  made  for  younger  children,  or,  at  least,  that 
HoNYwooD.  tijjg  should  be  capable  of  being  done,  if  the  parties  to  the 
marriage  contract  and  the  families  on  both  sides  think 
it  desirable.  This  is  impossible  if  the  marriage  takes 
place  during  infancy*  No  settlement  of  the  family 
estates  to  be  then  made  would  bind  the  husband,  and, 
although  it  is  true  that  he  might,  on  attaining  twenty- 
one,  settle  the  estates  in  any  manner  that  might  be 
thought  proper,  still,  as  it  would  be  a  post-nuptial 
settlement,  it  would  be  voluntary  and  liable  to  be 
revoked,  at  any  time  afterwards,  by  a  sale  from  Sir 
Courtenay  to  a  purchaser  or  by  his  creditors. 

"  But  if  the  settlement  be  made  on  the  marriage,  and 
after  Sir  Courtenay  has  attained  twenty-one,  no  pur- 
chaser or  creditor  could,  afterwards  disturb  it. 

"  The  improbability  that  Sir  Courtenay  should  ever 
hereafter  so  act  as  to  permit  the  family  estates  and  the 
provision  for  his  children  to  be  dissipated  does  not 
appear  to  me  to  be  sufficient  to  overcome  the  appre- 
hension which  the  Court  ought  to  feel  from  the  possi- 
bility of  such  an  event,  and  which  must  be  followed  in 
other  cases,  if  adopted  in  this.  I  think  that  the  Court 
ought,  so  far  as  it  can,  to  guard  against  the  possibility 
of  the  occurrence  of  such  a  calamity." 


On  the  8th  May,  1855,  the  matter  was  heard  on  appeal 
by  the  Lords  Justices,  when  it  was  arranged  that  it 
should  be  heard  by  the  full  Court 

The 
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The  I^rd  Chancellor  and  Lords  Justices  ordered  the 
matter  to  stand  over  until  the  bill  pending  io  Parlia- 
ment (a)  had  passed,  enabling  an  iniknt  to  make  a  settle- 
ment of  his  real  estate.  Shortly  after  which  the  marriage 
took  place.  May  26. 

(a)  18  &  19  Vict  c  43. 


HATCH  V.  SKELTON. 


CMay  6,  7,  8. 
AROLINE  SKELTON  w^s  seised  of  two-thirds  a.,  the  owner 

of  certain  freeholds,  subject  to  a  mortgage  in  fee  ^^^^^^^^ . 
thereof,  vested  in  Joseph  B,  Angellj  to  secure  the  sum  to  a  mortgage 
of  1,300Z.     Caroline  Skelton  was  also  seised  of  the  'ijoli^^'''^ 
other  one-third  of  the  freeholds,  which  was  not  included  vised  and  be- 
in  the  mortgage.     At  her  death,  she  also  possessed  real  and  per- 

some  leaseholds.     By  her  will,  dated  in  August,  1848,  "onal  e»tate  to 

Sm  the  mort- 
she  devised  and  bequeathed  to  Joseph  B.  Angell  all  gagee.    B.,  in 

her  real  and  personal  estate  for  his  absolute  use  and  ^ccounf  su^d 
benefit,  subject,  nevertheless,  in  the  first  place,  to  the  that  he  had  re- 
payment of  the  debt  of  1,300/.  and  interest  due  to  him,  ©uTof  theper- 
and  all  other  her  debts  and  her  pecuniary  legacies,  and  aonal  estate, 
she  appointed   him  her  executor.     After  her  death,  mentofhis 
Joseph  B.  Angell,  in  November,  1849,  proved  her  will  "^^^^^f  ^'' 
and  paid  all  the  legacies  and  the  debts,  except  his  own  B.  devised 'the 
mortgage  debt.     In  the  residuary  account,  rendered  by  fhree^ relatives 
him  to  the  Commissioners  of  Stamps,  in  Mag,  1850,  he  of  ^., "  pro- 
represented  the  balance  of  the  estate  as  being  467Z.  dertake^to  r"-" 

He  added  :-T-"The  executor  will  appropriate  this  balance  "^:«  tjjesame 

^    •  \.  ,  with  all  the 

towards  payment  of  the  mortgage  of  i,300Z.  due  to  liabilities  at- 
himself  "  taching  there- 

'*™*®"-  unto."    Held, 

first,  under  the 

Joseph  circumstances, 

that  the  mort  - 

gage  had  not  merged  in  the  fee ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  three  took  the  estate  subject 

to  the  payment  of  the  balance  of  the  mortgi^  debt 


Hatch 

V, 
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1855.  Joieph  B.  AngeU,  by  his  will,  dated  in  September^ 

1853,  appointed  the  Plaintiffs  his  execotora  and  trustees, 
and  made  the  foUowing  bequest : — ^*  It  is  my  will  and 
Skeltov.  desire,  that  the  wharf  and  several  booses  possessed  by  me 
nnder  the  will  of  the  late  Caroline  Skelion  shall  be 
given  and  transferred,  absolutely,  to  the  persons  under- 
named, as  tenants  in  common^  provided  they  undertake  to 
receive  the  name  with  all  the  liabilities  attaching  there- 
unto"  The  persons  undernamed  were  two  sisters  and 
a  niece  of  Caroline  SkeUon. 

On  Joseph  B.  AngelTs  death,  a  question  arose,  whe* 
ther  the  Defendants,  the  legatees  under  his  will,  were 
to  take  the  property  subject  to  or  discharged  from  the 
mortgage  debt 

By  the  direction  of  the  Court,  Mr.  Dignam,  the  soli- 
citor of  the  testator  Angell,  was  examined  vivd  voce  at 
the  hearing.  He  proved,  that  the  testator  had  given 
him  instructions,  in  August^  1850,  to  prepare  a  deed 
settling  the  property  on  the  family  of  Miss  Skelton^  after 
payment  of  the  mortgage  of  1,3002.  A  copy  of  the  in- 
structions, written  by  Dignam  and  submitted  to  Counsel, 
was  produced.  The  deed  was  prepared,  but  never  exe- 
cuted. 

The  testator  had  in  his  lifetime  stated  his  intention 
not  to  benefit  by  the  gift  to  him  by  Caroline  Skelion, 
but  to  restore  the  property  to  her  relatives. 

Mr.  -ft.  Palmer  and  Mr.  J.  V.  Prior,  for  the  Plain- 
tiffs. First,  whether  the  mortgage  merged  in  the  in-- 
beritance  is  a  pure  question  of  intention,  to  be  deter* 
mined  by  the  acts  and  conduct  of  the  testator.  Here  it 
is  shewn  that  he  intended  to  keep  his  mortgage  debt 
alivCi  and  to  benefit  the  Skelton  family  only  to  the  ex«- 

tent 


Hatch 

V. 
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tent  of  the  benefit  derived  by  him  from  Caroline  Skelton.  1866. 
Secondly,  the  property  being,  at  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tator, subject  to  the  mortgage,  is  directed  to  be  ''  given 
and  transferred"  to  them,  subject  to  "  all  the  liabilities  at-  Skelton. 
taching  thereunto,"  and  therefore  necessarily  subject  to 
the  mortgage.  The  Defendant  takes  the  estate  cum  onere. 
They  cited  The  Earl  of  Clarendon  v.  Barkam  (a) ;  Byam 
V.  Sutton  (b). 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  W.  JET.  Harrison^  for  the  De- 
fendants, the  devisees.  There  can  be  no  question  on 
the  will  but  that  the  devisees  are  to  take,  subject  to 
''all  the  liabilities."  The  liabilities  intended  are  the 
rent  and  covenants  of  the  leaseholds  and  such,  if  any, 
liabilities,  in  respect  of  tenure,  as  the  freeholds  might 
be  subject  to,  but  had  no  reference  to  the  mortgage, 
which  had  already  merged  in  the  estate ;  for  the  owner 
in  fee,  and  the  mortgagee  being  one  person,  he  was  in- 
capable of  having  a  debt  owing  from  himself  and  charged 
on  his  own  fee  simple  estate. 

At  law,  the  mortgage  merged  in  the  fee,  and  in  equity 
it  sunk  into  the  inheritance,  unless  it  can  be  shewn 
that  it  would  be  more  beneficial  for  the  owner  to  keep 
it  alive.  Here  it  was  not.  As  to  intention,  to  be 
collected  from  the  acts  of  the  testator,  it  is  manifest 
that  the  object  of  the  return  to  the  Stamp  Office  was 
to  escape  the  payment  of  legacy  duty  on  the  residue ; 
besides  this,  the  return  itself  shews,  that  all  the  legacies 
had  been  paid,  and  therefore  that  the  debts,  which  were 
a  paramount  charge,  had  been  satisfied.  The  testator 
never  afterwards  kept  any  account  of  the  mortgage  or 
of  the  interest,  and  he  did  no  act  to  shew  that  a  debt 
existed.    As  to  the  instructions  for  the  deed,  -this  was 

nothing 
(a)  1  t.ifC,  C.C.  688.  (6)  Id  Beao.  566i 
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nothing  more  tlian  an  intention  to  settle,  which  was  never 
carried  into  effect,  and  which  settlement  might,  at  any 
time,  have  operated  out  of  his  absolute  interest ;  this 
therefore  cannot  be  relied  on.  They  cited  Farbeg  ▼. 
MoffaU{a);  Dcmstkorpe  r. Parier  (b) ;  Lord  Oompim 
▼•  Oxenden  (c)  ;  Griee  t.  Shaw  {d  )  ;  Swaiqf  ▼.  Swa^ 
beg  (e) ;  Knigki  w.  Dmi$  (/) ;  Mard^all  v.  HoUowag  (^). 


The  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls. 

i%7.  I  think  there  is  sufficient  evidence  of  the  charge 

having  been  kept  alive ;  I  vrill  read  the  evidence,  and, 
if  I  think  it  necessary,  I  will  hear  the  reply  to-monow. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

May  8.  I  have  looked  at  the  evidence,  and  am  of  opinion  that 

the  debt  is  not  merged  in  the  estate.  When  a  mort- 
gagee becomes  entitled  in  fee  to  the  estate  on  which  his 
mortgage  is  charged,  the  presumption,  in  the  first  in- 
stance and  in  the  absence  of  evidence,  is,  that  the 
mortgage  has  merged  in  the  estate.  These  cases  always 
depend  upon  the  evidence  of  intention,  and,  in  the 
absence  of  any  direct  evidence,  the  presumption  is,  that 
the  mortgagee  would  do  that  which  was  most  for  his 
interest. 

I  think,  in  this  case,  that  there  is  evidence,  on  the 
part  of  the  mortgagee  and  devisees,  of  an  intention  to 
keep  this  charge  alive.  The  evidience  is  distinct,  that 
he  intended  to  derive  no  benefit  ttom  the  devise,  but  to 

return 

(fl)  18  Vet.  384.  (rf)  10  Hare,  76. 
(«)  2  Eden,  162;  2  Amb,  600.  \e)  15  Sim.  106. 

(c)  2   Vei.  jun,  263 ;  4  Bro.  (/)  3  MyL^  K.  358. 

C.  C.  397.  (g)  5  Sim.  196. 
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return  everything  to  the  relations  of  CaroUne  Skelion.       1666. 
He  proposed  to  efiect  his  intention  by  deed,  but  he  did      *^^"^ 
it  by  will.    That  he  intended  to  give  the  property  to  ^^^^^ 

the  relations  is  clearly  established,  and  the  evidence  as  S^bltd!!. 
to  keeping  alive  the  mortgage  is  distinct.  In  the  first 
place,  there  is  the  residuary  account  passed  at  the  Stamp 
Office,  in  which  he  makes  the  balance  4672.,  and  states 
he  will  retain  it  in  payment  of  his  mortgage  of  1,300{. 
on  the  property.  The  evidence  is,  therefore,  distinct, 
that  he  intended  so  to  apply  it.  It  has  been  argued, 
that  this  was  done  merely  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding 
pa3nBent  of  legacy  duty  on  that  sum,  to  which  he 
would  have  been  liable,  if  the  mortgage  did  not  exist. 
Assuming  this  to  be  so,  it  would  only  shew  one  of  his 
motives  for  keeping  the  charge  alive.  What  he  stated 
was  this : — ^'  The  executor  will  appropriate  this  balance 
towards  payment  of  the  mortgage  of  1,800Z.  due  to  him- 
self." He  says,  "  towards  payment"  of  it,  and  there- 
fore the  balance  of  the  mortgage  debt  still  remained 
due  to  him. 

Another  proof  of  his  intention  is  the  evidence  of 
Dignam,  his  attorney,  to  whom  he  gave  instructions  to 
prepare  a  deed,  by  which  the  property  derived  from 
CaroUne  Skelton  was  to  be  settled  on  her  relations.  In 
the  instructions  for  the  deed,  which  are  in  writing,  he 
expressly  states  his  wish  to  secure  the  property  to  the 
family  of  Miss  Skelton^  after  payment  of  the  mortgage 
debt  of  1,300Z.,  and  all  other  debts  and  expenses.  He 
could  not  have  given  such  instructions,  unless  he  con- 
sidered that  the  charge  was  in  existence  at  the  time, 
and  this,  therefore,  is  positive  evidence  to  shew  that  he 
considered  it  then  alive. 

The  expression  in  the  will  is  ambiguous,  viz.  to  take  the 
property  '*  with  all  the  liabilities  attaching  thereunto." 

The 


468  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1865.  The  leaseholds  were  no  doabt  sabject  to  some  liability, 
bat  if  he  had  omitted  this  expression  altogether,  the 
devisee  would  still  have  taken  them  sabject  to  the 
boiden  of  the  corenants,  to  the  payment  of  the  rent  and 
to  the  obligation  to  repair.  The  word  "  lialnlities'*  may 
apply  to  the  mortgage  debt  also,  and  he  oses  it  gene- 
rslly.  I  think  that  the  condact  of  the  testator  and 
these  two  docaments  are  coadasi?e  to  shew,  that  he  in- 
tended to  keep  the  charge  alive,  and  that  he  intended 
to  give  to  his  devisees  the  property  wuMMg  the  charge. 

The  sum  of  467/.,  which  he  treated  as  retained,  most 
go  in  part  dischaige  of  the  mortgage  debt. 


BE  The  GREENWICH  HOSPITAL  IMPROVE- 
MENT ACT. 

Atdtator        rpHE  testator,  by  his  will,  dated  in  1843,  expressed 
wS^for  her"  himself  as  follows : — •'  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my 

ate  and  be-       dearly  beloved  wife,  Ann  Phillips,  for  her  use  and 

Defitt      DM 

leasee,  moneyf,  benefit,  my  leases,  moneys,  goods,  furniture,  plate,  book 

tare^'u^*'     ^^^^9  securities  for  money,  and  all  other  property  of 

book  debts,       every  description  that  I  may  be  possessed  of  at  the  time 

mravv  andidl  ^^  ™y  decease."  And  he  appointed  his  wife  and  brothers 

other  pro-        his  executors. 

pertji  of  oTeiy 

aescriptioDy 

KoMcSS*       After  the  testator's  death,  a  part  of  his  real  estate  was 
of/    Held>      taken  under  the  above  Improvement  Act,  and  the  pur- 
estate  passed,    chase-money  was  paid  into  Court     Mrs.  Phillips  now 
-    petitioned  for  payment  of  the  fund  to  her,  and  the 
question  was,  whether  the  real  estate  passed  to  her  by 
the  will. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  C,  M.  Roupell,  in  support  of  the  petition.    This  is 
a  gift  to  the  widow  of  all  ^*  property  of  every  descrip- 
tion," and  "  for  her  absolute  benefit.'*    The  word  "  pito-         ^ 
perty"  has  the  most  extensive  operation,  and  includes    Gmemwich 
real  as  well  as  personal  estate.  Like  the  word  '^  estate/'  Impip^ent 
it  primd  facie  includes  freeholds ;  FulUrton  v.  Mar^         ^^ 
tin{a) ;  Pattenon  v.  Huddart  (ft);  Jongsma  v.  Jangma  (c) ; 
JDunnage  v.  White  ((f). 

Mr.  Attnutt  contriU  The  real  estate  did  not  pass  by 
this  will.  The  testator  uses  the  word  ''  give/*  and  not 
the  proper  technical  word  '^  devise/'  and  gives  the  pro- 
perty  "  he  is  possessed"  and  not  that  which  he  is 
<'  seised"  of.  Even  the  word  '^  estate/'  which  is  more 
applicable  to  real  estate,  may  be  restricted  by  the  context; 
Woottam  ▼•  Kenworthy{e);  Coord  v.  Holdemeu{f); 
Doe  d.  Spearing  v.  Buchner{g).  Here  the  general 
words,  following  the  particular  enumeration  of  personal 
estate  of  different  descriptions,  must  be  limited  to  pro* 
perty  ejusdem  generis. 

The  Master  of  the  Roi^ls  :  I  will  consider  this  case. 


The  Masteb  of  the  Rolls.  May,  8« 

In  this  case  I  think  the  words  are  suflScient  to  pass 
real  estate. 

In  Coord  v.  Holdemess  (/),  I  held  that  real  estate 

(a)  17  J«r.  778.  (e)  9  Krt.  137. 

(b)  17  Beav.  210.  (/)  Ante.ip.  147. 

(e)  1  Cox,  362.  (f )  6  Dumf.  ^  E.  610« 

{d)  1  Jflc,  4  «f  .  583, 
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1855.  did  not  pass,  by  a  gift  of  "  all  estate,  effects  and  pro- 
perty, whatsoever  and  wheresoever,"  because  I  thought 
the  whole  of  the  rest  of  the  will  was  applicable  to  per- 
^Hotpita^"  sonal  estate  only,  and  that  there  were  no  words  in  the 
Improvement  will  applicable  to  real  estate.  Not  merely  was  the 
limitation  to  the  three  trustees,  ^'  their  executors  and 
administrators"  but  all  the  various  other  clauses  and 
expressions  in  the  will  evidenced  an  intention  to  deal 
with  personalty  only.  That  was  the  principle  on  which 
WooUam  v.  Kenwarthy  (a)  and  Doe  d.  Spearing  v.  Buck" 
ner  (t)  proceeded. 

As  I  stated  in  Patterson  v.  Huddart,  where  the  words 
^re  sufficiently  large  to  pass  real  estate,  the  burden  of 
proof  lies  on  the  heir,  and  it  is  for  him  to  shew  that  the 
words  do  i^ot  ioclude  the  real  estate. 

Xhe  words  in  the  present  case,  it  is  true,  are  asso- 
ciated with  m^ny  other  words  exclusively  applicable  to 
personal  estate,  which  are  sufficient  to  include  every 
species  of  personal  estate  ;  the  xvords  that  follow  must 
apply  to  something  beyond  :  and,  not  being  applicable 
to  anything  else,  I  think  they  must  pass  the  real 
estate. 

(a)  9  Vet.  137.  (b)  6  Burn,  4'  £.  610. 
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JEBB  ».  TUGWELL. 


June  5. 


TN  this  casCi  a  decree  had  been  made  in  a  suit  to  carry  A  decree  was 
•*■  into  effect  the  trusts  of  a  settlement  (o) ;  the  decree  £ce  of  an 
declared  the  rights  and  directed  inquiries  and  accounts,  infant  who  was 

interested ; 

nothing  hav- 
After  the  decree  had  been  passed  and  entered,  but  |°^"y®^ 
before  anything  had  been  done  under  it,  it  was  dis-  under  it,  and  it 
covered,  that  an  infant  cestui  que  trust  had  been  born  2^"?°^*° 
just  before  the  hearing,  and  who  had  not  been  made  a  benefit,  the 
party  to  the  suit,  ^SSLi 

oraer,  under 
Mr.  Shapter  now  moved,  under  the  52nd  section  of  *^  ^^  ^^® 
the  statute  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  for  a  supplemental  order  t.  52,  to  cany 
that  the  decree  might  be  carried  on  and  prosecuted  ^^      decree, 
between  the  parties  and  the  infant  Anna  Louisa  Jebb, 
in  like  manner  as  if  she  had  been  a  party  to  the  suit  at 
the  date  of  the  decree.    He  said,  the  Registrar  atid  the 
Secretary  of  the  Master  of  the   Rolls,  to  whotn  an 
application  for  an   order  of  course  had  been  made, 
were  of  opinion,  that  application  must  be  made  to 
the  Court.    The  question  (he  said)  is,  whether  the 
order  required  is  the  usual  supplemental  order  ?    The 
old  practice,  in  such  cases,  was,  to  file  an  original 
bill  in  the  nature  of  a  supplemental  bill,  asking  a 
decree  to  bind  the  infant,  and,  in  a  very  plain  and 
simple  case,  as  where  a  decree  had  been  recently  made 
and  no  account  or  proceedings  in  the  Master's  office 
had  been  taken  in  the  absence  of  the  infant,  the  Court 
would,  in  .the  first  instance,  make  a  decree, ''  that  the 
decree  in  the  original  cause  and  the  accounts  and 

inquiries 
(a)  Ante^  p.  84. 
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1855.  inquiries  thereby  directed,  should  be  carried  on  and 
prosecuted  between  the  parties  to  the  second,  or  sup* 
plemental  suit,  in  like  manner  as  the  same  were  directed 
between  the  parties  to  the  first  or  original  suit ;"  Egre^ 
mont  V.  Thompson  (a).  But  if  accounts  had  been  taken 
in  the  absence  of  the  infant,  the  order,  in  the  first  in- 
stance, was,  for  an  inquiry  whether  it  would  be  for  the 
benefit  of  the  infant  that  he  should  be  bound  by  the 
decree  and  proceedings,  and  on  that  being  reported  in 
the  affirmative,  a  decree  was  made,  that  the  suit  should 
proceed  against  the  infant ;  Egremont  v.  Thompson{]b)\ 
Burton  v.  Monro  (c);  Brookfield  v.  Bradley  {d);  or  a 
decree  that  the  accounts  should  be  taken  over  again, 
with  liberty  to  the  Masters  to  adopt  the  accounts  pre* 
viously  taken  ;  Baillie  v*  Jackson  (e). 

In  this  case,  the  decree  has  been  recently  made,  and 
it  is  within  the  recollection  of  the  Court,  that  the 
decree  is  such  as  to  be  fit  and  proper  that  the  infant 
should  be  bound  by  it.  The  only  case  under  the  statute 
touching  the  subject  is  Fullerton  v.  Martin  (/).  There, 
the  Vice-Chancellor  Kindersley  doubted  whether  a  de- 
cree to  bind  an  infant  not  party  to  the  proceedings  was 
a  common  decree  within  the  52nd  section,  but,  it  being 
made  to  appear  that  no  proceedings  whatever  had  been 
taken  since  the  birth  of  the  infant,  the  common  order 
was  made  {g). 

He  submitted,  that  as  the  hearing  was  in  the  absence 
of  the  infant,  it  was  proper  to  notice  the  case  to  the 

Court ; 

(a)  Vice-chancellor  of  Eng-  (2nd  edit.) 

land,  February  9,  1849.  («)  10  Sim.  167. 

(6)  Vice-chancellor  of   Eng-  (/)   William't    Practice,    51  ; 

land,  March  20, 1850.  Selon  on  Decreet,  p.  606  (2nd 

(c)  Vice-chancellor     Knight  edit.) 
Bruce,  January  19,  1850.  (g)  1  Drew.  238. 

(d)  Seton  on  Decrees,  p,  606 
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Court;  but  that  as  nothing  had  been  done  since  the 
decree,  and  the  Judge's  memory  supplied  him  with  the 
facts  establishing  that  it  was  fit  and  proper  to  bind  the 
infanty  the  common  order  might  be  made  in  the  first 
instance. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  upon  reading  the  dect^eCi 
and  it  appearing  to  be  for  the  infant's  benefit  that  she 
should  be  bound  by  the  decree,  made  the  order. 


STEPHENS  V.  GADSDEN. 

May  8. 
TTNDER  the  settlement,  made  in  1827,  on  the  mar-  A  testator,  by 

^    riage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Gadsden,  a  sum  of  7,600Z.,  '^'^"*  °^* 
o  '  '  '  power,  ap- 

32.  per  cents,  (in  the  event  which  happened  after  the  pointed  a  fund 

decease  of  their  parents)  was  held  in  trust  for  all  and  j^jg  ^J/**  ^' 

every,  or  such  one  or  more,  exclusively  of  the  others,  of  cWWren,  in 

the  children  of  the  marriage  or  the  issue  of  such  chil-  portions  and 

dren,  in  such  parts,  &c.  as  Mr.   Gadsden  should,  by  •"*>]««*  ^  the 
,         ^      ,  ,  t™«^>  tnerem- 

deed  or  will,  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment,  aAer  contained 

the  fund  was  to  be  held  in  trust  for  all  the  children  of  owTSuSI^ 

the  marriage,  &c.,  equally,  &c.     Mrs.  Gadsden  died  in  estate.    Some 

1847,  and  there  were  five  children  of  the  marriage,  were  to  the 

viz.  Henry.  Frederick,  Eliza.  Emily  and  Grace.  f.^*'^™1  ^®' 

^'  '  ^  ^  life,  with  re- 

mainder to 

In  1850  Mr.  Gadsden  made  his  will,  whereby,  after  liJ^^Jl""' 

giving  to  his  son  Henry  200Z.  and  an  annuity  of  68/.,  gardedthe 

and  declaring  that  he. should  take  no  interest  in  the  thepoweiHf^the 

settlement  fund,  and  after  referring  to  his  power  to  appointment  to 

grandchildren 
appoint,  was  void  for 
remoteness. 

Held,  that  the  children  took  absolutely  in  the  first  instance,  and  that  the  subsequent 

attempt  to  limit  the   absolute  gift  being  void,  the  children  took  the  fund  abao« 

lately. 

VOL.  XX.  H  H 


Stbphbms 

V. 
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appoint,  he  bequeathed  the  7|600/.  to  his  executors,  in 
trust  for  his  four  children,  Frederick,  Eliza,  Emily  and 
GraeCf  in  four  equal  portions,  and  subject  to  such  trusts 
GADaoBN.  imd  powers  as  were  thereinafter  contained  respecting 
the  residue  of  his  estate. 


The  testator  then  gave  one-fourth  of  his  own  resi- 
duary real  and  personal  estate  to  his  son  Frederick,  and 
one-eighth  thereof  upon  trust  for  each  of  his  daughters 
Eliza,  Emily  and  Grace,  and  another  eighth  to  his 
daughter  Eliza  for  h'fe  for  her  separate  use,  and  after 
her  decease  on  certain  trusts  for  her  children,  and, 
in  case  there  should  be  no  person  in  whom  this  last- 
mentioned  eighth  part  should  become  absolutely  vested, 
under  the  trusts  thereinbefore  declared,  then  on  trust 
for  his  daughter  Eliza,  her  executors,  administrators 
and  assigns.  And  he  made  similar  dispositions  as  to 
two  other  eighths  in  favour  of  his  two  other  daughters 
and  their  children. 


By  a  codicil  to  his  will,  dated  in  July,  1863,  the 
testator  gave  a  legacy  of  5,0002.  to  his  son  Frederick, 
instead  of  the  legacy  of  one-fourth  part  of  the  residuary 
estate  bequeathed  to  him  by  the  will,  and  in  the  event 
of  the  clear  residue  of  his  estate  realizing  less  than 
would  give  to  each  of  his  children  (other  than  Henry), 
the  sum  of  6,000/.,  then  he  directed  that  the  legacy 
given  to  Frederick  should  be  reduced  to  such  less  sum ; 
and  he  declared,  that  one  half  of  the  sum  or  share 
of  the  residue  which  he  bequeathed  to  his  daughters 
should  be  settled  for  the  separate  use  of  each  of  his 
daughters,  instead  of  one-eighth ;  and  he  thereby  de- 
clared, that  his  son  Frederick  should  take  no  interest 
under  his  marriage  settlement,  it  being  his  intention  to 
give  him  the  legacy  of  5,000Z.  in  lieu  of  all  interest  in 

the 


CASES  IN  CHANCERT. 

the  sums  and  trust  funds  thereby  settled,  which  he 
intended  to  go  to  his  three  daughters  with  his  residuary 
estate. 

The  testator  died  in  1853,  leaving  his  five  children 
surviving  him.  Neither  of  his  daughters  had  then  been 
married,  and  the  appointment  to  their  children,  under 
the  power  contained  in  the  marriage  settlement,  was 
too  remote  and  invalid. 

Questions  were  raised  whether  the  will  and  codicil 
contain  a  valid  and  effectual  appointment  of  the  funds 
comprised  in  the  settlement  of  January ^  1827,  and  if 
invalid,  then  whether  Henry  and  Frederick  Gadsden 
were  bound  to  elect  between  the  benefits  given  by  the 
will  and  their  share  of  the  trust  fund.  Questions  were 
also  raised  as  to  the  share  and  interest  in  the  testator's 
estate  to  which  the  testator's  daughters  were  respec- 
tively entitled  under  the  will  and  codicil,  and  whether, 
in  estimating  the  legacy  given  by  the  codicil  to  Frederick^ 
the  trust  funds  comprised  in  the  settlement  of  1827 
ought  or  not  to  be  brought  into  the  account. 

The  Defendant  Henry  Gadsden  was  out  of  the  juris- 
diction, and  no  one  appeared  for  him. 

Mr.  fi.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Cotton,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 
The  limitations  to  the  issue  of  tlie  daughters,  made  by 
the  testator  in  exercise  of  his  power,  are  too  remote 
and  void,  but  the  appointment  to  the  daughters  is  per- 
fectly valid,  and  confers  on  them,  in  the  first  instance, 
an  absolute  interest  in  the  fund.  The  subsequent  at- 
tempt to  restrict  the  mode  of  enjoyment  is  wholly  void, 
and  the  prior  absolute  gift  therefore  remains ;  Blachet  v. 
H  H  2  Lamb 
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1 866.  Lamb  (a) ;  Carver  v.  Bowles  (i) ;  Monypenny  v.  Der^ 
ing  (c);  Kampf  w.  Jones  (d);  Lassence  v.  Tierney{e); 
Campbell  v,  Brownrigg  (/) ;  Arnold  v.  Congreve  (g). 
But  if  Tioij  and  the  appointment  is  to  be  looked  upon  as 
a  direct  appointment  to  the  void  uses^  then  Frederick 
and  Henry  are  bound  to  elect,  between  the  benefits 
given  them  by  the  will  and  the  shares  in  the  trust  funds 
to  which  they  may  be  entitled,  in  consequence  of  the 
failure  of  the  appointment  The  only  remaining  ques- 
tion is  as  to  how  Frederick's  share  is  to  be  computed, 
that  is,  whether  the  shares  under  the  settlement  are  to 
be  taken  into  account. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  My  impression  is,  they 
were  meant  to  be  as  nearly  as  possible  equal. 

Mr.  Fleming^  in  the  same  interest,  relied  on  the  gift 
over,  in  case  there  should  be  no  person  in  whom  the 
one-eighth  should  become  absolutely  vested. 

Mr.  Ferrers  for  Frederick  Gadsden, 

Mr.  Bagshawe,  Junior,  and  Mr.  J.  //.  Palmer,  for  the 
trustees  of  the  settlement  of  1827,  contended  that  the 
appointment  to  the  daughters  for  life  was  valid,  but  was 
void  as  to  the  limitations  over.  That  this  was  not  the 
case  of  an  independent  absolute  gift,  with  a  subsequent 
invalid  qualification,  but  one  where  the  qualification 
was  inseparable  from,  and  formed  the  essence  of  the 
gift  itself.  They  cited  Lassence  v.  Tierney  {e),  and 
Campbell  v.  Brownrigg  {/). 

Mr. 

(a)  M  Be«r.  482.  Tw.  115. 

(b)  2  Rust.  Sf  Myl  301.  (/)  1  PhiW  301. 
(r)  15  Jur,  1050.  (g)  1  Run, ig  MyL2ti9 \  Tarn- 
{d)  2  Keen,  756.  /yn,  347. 
(«)  1  Mac.  ^G.  551;  2  H.* 
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Mr.  Taylor  for  one  of  the  executors  of  the  testator's        1856. 
will. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  regret  that  no  one  appears  for  Henry  Gadsden,  for 
I  should  have  been  more  satisfied  if  he  had  been  heard ; 
but  as  the  trustees  have  raised  the  argument,  I  must 
express  my  opinion,  which  is,  that  the  case  comes  within 
Carver  v.  Bowles  (a),  which  I  followed  in  Blacket  v. 
Lamb  (&).  The  appointment  of  the  trust  fund  and  the 
disposition  of  the  residuary  real  and' personal  estate  are 
distinct.  The  testator  appoints  the  whole  of  the  settled 
fund  to  bis  executors  in  trust  for  his  four  children 
Frederick,  &c.,  in  four  equal  portions,  and  subject  to 
the  trusts  and  powers  thereinafter  contained  respecting 
the  residue  of  his  estate.  Where  a  testator  has  a  power 
to  make  an  appointment  there  are  two  things  to  be 
considered,  first,  who  are  the  objects  of  the  power, 
and,  secondly,  how  they  are  to  take  the  fund.  Here 
the  four  children,  and  they  only,  in  the  first  instance, 
are  appointees,  but  afterwards,  by  reference  to  the 
trusts  respecting  the  testator's  own  residuary  real  and 
personal  estate,  other  objects  and  other  limitations  are 
superadded.  It  would  have  been  different  if  he  had 
originally  appointed  to  the  children  for  life  and  after- 
wards to  their  children.  Blacket  v.  Lamb{Jb)  was 
something  like  this  case;  for  there,  the  testator  duly 
appointed  a  fund  in  favour  of  objects  of  the  power, 
absolutely,  and  he  also  bequeathed  to  them  his  own 
property,  especially  requesting  them  to  leave  the  ap- 
pointed fund  to  persons  not  objects  of  the  power. 
That  might  have  raised  a  precatory  trust,  but  could 
not  be  an  appointment  under  the  power  in  favour  of 

the 

(a)  2  Rittf.  if  Myl.  301.  (6)  14  Beav.  482. 


Stephen! 
Gadsden. 


Stephen! 

V. 
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1865.  ^h^  children  of  the  objects  of  it.  It  is  extremely  likely 
that  the  testator  may  have  had  a  similar  intention  here, 
for,  having  appointed  the  fund  to  the  four  children 
Oadidkit.  equally,  he  says,  "  and  subject  to  the  trusts  of  my 
residuary  estate,"  part  of  which  he  directs  to  be  settled 
on  his  daughters,  with  remainder  to  their  respective 
children.  That  is,  in  the  first  place,  he  appoints  the 
fund  to  his  four  children,  and  afterwards  he  adds  direc- 
tions as  to  the  manner  in  which  part  of  these  shares  is 
to  be  held,  but  which,  being  invalid,  have  no  effect  in 
cutting  down  the  previous  absolute  gift. 

I  think  this  case  comes  within  the  principle  of  Carver 
v.  Bowles  and  Blacket  v.  £am&,  and  that  the  superadded 
trusts  may  be  struck  out  of  the  will  as  invalid,  leaving 
the  absolute  gift,  which  is  good,  untouched,  in  the  same 
manner  as  in  cases  coming  within  the  provisions  of  the 
Thellusson  Act  (39  k  40  Geo.  3,  c.  98),  in  which  you 
deal  with  the  invalid  direction  to  accumulate  as  if  the 
clause  were  struck  out  of  the  will.  I  deal  with  this  case 
in  the  same  manner,  and  as  if  this  invalid  trust  had 
been  struck  out  of  the  will,  and  I  treat  it  in  the  same 
way  as  if  the  power  had  been  simply  and  absolutely 
executed  in  their  favour.  I  will  make  a  declaration  to 
that  effect. 

Note.— See  Gerrard  ▼.  Butltr^poit^  page  541. 
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1866. 


GARDNER  v.  GARRETT. 

MiiyS. 
f\^  the  13tb  of  Aprils  a  decree  was  made  for  the  A  creditor 
^    administration  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased.    On  tinu^wi"pro- 
the  next  day,  notice  was  given  to  a  creditor,  who  was  ceedings  at 
proceeding  at  law  for  the  recovery  of  his  debt.    Instead  Qo^iee  of  a 

of  suspending  the  proceedings  in  the  action  he  went  on.    ^^p^  ^<>f  *^* 
r  &         r  &  ministration, 

was  ordered  to 
Mr.  Jessel  moved  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  ^f a  moti«a*to 
action  at  law.     He  asked,  that  the  creditor  might  pay  restrain  him, 
the  costs  of  the  motion ;  Graham  v.  Maxwell  (a).  lowed^  set 

them  off 

Mr.  TerreU,  contrd.  Sto  Sf  Ae 


^,     _,  ^  ,    ^  -aw  incurred 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  prior  to  the 

notice. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  creditor  must  pay  the  costs 
of  this  motion ;  but  he  may  set  them  off  against  his 
costs  of  the  action  up  to  notice  of  the  decree. 

(<t)  1  Mac.  4  Got.  71. 
NoTB.— See  Bamehamp  ¥.  The  Marquis  of  Him%,  Jacob,  546. 
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1865. 


May  24. 

Funds  were, 
in  1823, 
settled  on  a 
wife  for  life, 
with  remain* 
der  to  the  hus- 
band "  untiT' 
he  should 
•*  make  any 
composition 
with  his  cre- 
ditors for  the 
]Nivment  of  his 
debts,  although 
a  commission 
of  bankruptcy 
should  not 
issue  against 
him."    lu 
1842,  his  prin- 
cipal creditors 
agreed  to  take 
a  composition 
on  their  debts 
secured  by 
bills.    The 
wife  died  in 
1852.    Held, 
that  the  com- 
position, 
though  not 
made  with  the 
whole  of  his 
creditors,  and 
was  made 
during  the 
wife's  life,  and 
did  not  affect 
the  trust  pro- 
perty, never- 
theless ope- 
rated as  a  for- 
feiture of  the 
husband's  in- 
terest. 


SHARP  V.  C08SERAT. 

/^N  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Cockram^  in  1823, 
^^  a  settlement  was  executed,  under  which  a  sum 
of  consolsy  which  belonged  to  the  intended  wife,  was 
settled  on  Mrs.  Cochram  during  the  joint  lives  of  her- 
self and  Mr.  Cochram;  but  if  she  should  die  in  his  life- 
time (which  event  happened),  upon  trust  to  pay  the 
dividends  of  the  said  trust  monies  unto  Mr.  Cochram 
*'  and  his  assigns,  or  permit  and  suffer  him  and  them  to 
receive  the  same  during  his  life,  or  until  he  should 
commit  any  act  of  bankruptcy  within  the  intent  and 
meaning  of  any  statute  or  statutes  made  or  to  be  made 
relating  to  bankrupts,  whereupon  a  commission  should 
issue  or  he  should  be  found  or  declared  bankrupt,  or 
make  any  composition  with  his  creditors  for  the  payment 
of  his  debts,  although  a  commission  of  bankruptcy 
should  not  issue  against  him,  or  until  he  should  make 
any  assignment  of  his  effects  for  the  benefit  of  his  cre- 
ditors, or  take  the  benefit  of  any"  Insolvent  Act.  And 
from  and  after  the  death  of  John  Cochram,  "  or  his 
committing  any  act  of  bankruptcy,"  &c ,  "  or  making 
any  composition  with  his  creditors  for  the  payment  of 
his  debts,*'  &c.,  then  the  whole  of  the  said  trust  monies 
were  to  be  held  upon  trust  for  the  children  of  the  mar- 
riage equally. 

There  were  three  children  of  the  marriage.  Mrs. 
Cochram  died  in  1852,  but  in  the  meantime,  and  in 
IS'IG,  Mr.  Cochram  had  fallen  into  pecuniary  difficulties, 
and  his  principal  creditors,  eleven  in  number,  signed  a 
deed,  whereby,  ''in  consideration  of  a  composition  of  10^. 

in 
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in  the  pound  on  the  amount  of  their  respective  claims^ 
paid  to  them  by  four  equal  instalments  of  2s.  6d.  each, 
at  four,  eight,  twelve  and  sixteen  months,  in  discharge 
of  the  several  demands  on  him/'  ^they  released  Ma 
Cockramy  his  heirs,  &c.,  **  from  all  demands  whatsoever 
which  they  had  against  him."  The  composition  was 
secured  by  bills  accepted  by  his  brother,  which  were 
paid. 

This  present  suit  was  instituted  by  one  of  the  chi!<* 
dren,  and  the  question  was,  whether  Mr.  Cochram  had 
or  had  not  forfeited  his  interest  in  the  trust  funds  by 
the  composition  with  his  creditors  in  1846. 

Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  Southgate,  for  the  Plaintiff. 
The  defences  raised  are,  first,  that  the  composition, 
being  made  during  the  life  of  the  wife,  was  ineffectual  to 
work  a  forfeiture ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  amount  of 
composition  was  not  paid  out  of  or  charged  upon  the 
settled  fund,  so  as  to  incumber  or  affect  it.  The  answer 
is  this  : — If  the  husband  had  become  bankrupt  during 
the  life  of  his  wife,  his  future  interest  would  not  have 
been  transferred  to  the  assignees,  but  would  have 
ceased;  it,  therefore,  can  make  no  difference,  that  the 
act  of  forfeiture  was  by  a  composition  in  her  lifetime. 
As  to  the  second,  nothing  is  said  as  to  charging  the  trust 
fund  with  the  composition  payable  to  the  creditors,  the 
real  intention  being,  that  the  necessity  of  compromising 
with  his  creditors  should  be  the  test  and  proof  of  his 
insolvency,  and  in  that  case  the  trust  fund  was  to  go 
over  to  the  children.  In  Manning  v.  Chambers  (a),  funds 
were  settled  on  J?,  ilf.,  "  until  he  should  become  bank- 
rupt." It  turned  out  that  he  was,  at  the  very  time,  an 
uncertificated  bankrupt,  and  the  Court  held,  that  his 

interest 
(a)  I  DeG.^  Sm.  282. 
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1856.  interest  had  ceaaed,  for  the  object  of  that  settlement  was 
to  provide,  that  the  income  should  be  received  by  the 
children  rather  than  by  the  assignees. 


Shasp 

COMBEAT* 


Mr.  J.  V.  Priar^  for  trustees  of  the  settlement. 

Mr.  Biran,  for  a  mortgagee  of  a  child's  share. 

Mr.  Hatch,  for  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  of  a 
child.  This  was  a  contract  between  the  husband  and 
wife  for  valuable  consideration,  and  she  has  stipulated, 
that  on  a  certain  event  occurring,  her  children  shall 
have  the  fund.  That  event  has  happened.  He  cited 
Brandon  v.  Aston  (a) ;  Kearsley  v.  Woodcock  (&). 

Mr.  It.  Palmer  and  Mr.  JDtcitnscMi,  for  Mr.  Coekram. 
First,  this  is  not  a  composition  with  creditors  within  the 
meaning  of  the  deed ;  and,  secondly,  having  taken  place 
in  the  wife's  lifetime,  it  does  not  operate  as  a  forfeiture. 
Clauses  of  forfeiture  are  construed  with  the  greatest 
strictness,  and  here  the  **  composition  with  his  creditors'* 
means  a  deed  of  composition  with  all  his  creditors,  con- 
veying the  whole  of  his  property  to  trustees  for  the 
benefit  of  his  creditors,  and,  in  fact,  superseding  the 
necessity  of  having  recourse  to  the  Courts  of  Bankruptcy 
and  Insolvency.  Unless  the  composition  amounted  to 
an  act  of  bankruptcy,  which  put  the  life  estate  in  peril, 
it  was  no  forfeiture.  The  test  is  this :  Would  an  agree- 
ment by  two  small  creditors  to  take  a  portion  of  their 
debts  in  lieu  of  the  whole  be  a  forfeiture?  Surely  not 

Secondly,  the  payment  is  to  be  ^  until,^  which  implies 
that  his  interest  is  to  begin  and  end;  but  the  event 
cannot  happen  before  the  beginning  of  his  estate,  and  it 

is 
(a)  2Y.ifC.  C.C.  24.  (6)  3  Han,  185. 
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is  an  QDiDtelligible  and  irrational  meaning  to  attribute  to       1865. 

the  parties  to  the  settlemeuty  that  an  act  which  does  not 

affect  his  life-interest  in  the  fond  and  is  for  the  benefit 

of  his  children  themselvesy  should  operate  as  a  for-    Combkat. 

fetture.     The    contingency   runs    through   the   whole 

limitation. 

The  Master  tfihe  Rolls. 

On  both  points  I  am  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff.  In  tlie 
first  place,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  this  is  a  composition  with 
his  creditors  within  the  terms  of  the  deed.  The  dividends 
are  to  be  paid  to  Mr.  Cockram  until  one  of  these  five 
events — [His  Honor  stated  themJ]  That  this  is  a  com-* 
position  with  creditors  nobody  can  doubt;  but  it  is 
contended,  that  it  was  not  a  forfeiture,  because  it  was 
ndt  of  such  a  nature  that  a  commission  could  have 
issued  upon  it,  it  not  being  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  It 
appears  to  me,  that  the  very  thing  is  provided  for  by 
the  deed,  for  the  interest  is  given  until  he  shall  "  make 
any  composition  with  his  creditors  for  the  payment  of 
his  debts,  although  a  commission  of  bankruptcy  should 
not  issue  against  him."  Am  I  to  consider  it  as  if  the 
words  were  a  composition  "  on  which  a  commission 
might  though  it  has  not  issued  Y*  I  think  not,  and  that 
the  very  case  is  provided  for.  Manning  v«  Chambers^  if 
anything,  was  a  stronger  case  than  the  present,  for 
there,  by  a  voluntary  deed,  certain  funds  were  assigned 
to  the  husband  until  he  should  commit  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy; he  had  committed  one  before  the  deed  had 
been  executed,  and  was  uncertificated,  and  the  Court 
held,  that  he  had  no  interest  in  the  funds.  The  object 
was  not  so  much  to  forfeit  the  interest  of  the  husband, 
as  to  accelerate  the  wife's  estate. 

Here  interests  were  limited  in  succession  to  the  wife, 

the 
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1855.  the  husband  and  the  children;  and  the  intention  was, 
if  the  husband  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy^  or 
made  a  composition  during  the  life  or  after  the  death 
C088ERAT.  Qf  his  wife,  to  bring  forward  and  accelerate  the  estate 
to  the  children.  The  result  is,  that  when  the  De* 
fendant,  Mr.  Cockram,  made  a  composition  with  his 
creditors,  the  rights  of  the  children  became  accelerated, 
and,  on  the  death  of  their  mother,  they  became  entitled 
to  the  property. 


^ay  25.  ASPLAND  V.  WATTE. 

June  11. 

Bequest  to  A.    fTlHE  testator,  John  Watte^  by  his  will,  bequeathed  as 

amiuitv'of  follows : — "  Also  I  give,  devise  and  bequeath  unto 

100/., "  bpr  in-  my  said  son  JoliUj  an  annuity  clear  of  100/.  of  like 
terest  arising      ^k  •  .  •  1       •  •  •  *  ■ 

out  of  money     British  money,  by  mterest  arismg  out  of  money  to  be 

f*  ^h^r  vested  for  that  purpose  by  my  executors  in  the  public 

pose  by  the      funds  or  other  good  security y  he  to  be  paid  the  same 

pubUc  ftmdror  quarterly,  of  25/.  per  quarter,  and  the  same  to  be  vested 

other  good  se-  in  trustees  for  payment  of  the  same  annuity  to  him,  nay 

af^er  his  death,  8&><^  ^on  Jokuy  for  and  during  his  natural  life,  and  after 

"  the  said         ^\^^^  estate  or  period,  my  mind  and  will  is,  that  should 

so  purchased"   he  leave  any  lawful  issue  of  his  body,  that  then  and  in 

dren*  Bva     that  case,  the  said  capital  stock  so  purchased  and  vested 

codicil  the  ten-  in 

tator  said, 

*'  what  I  mean  in  my  will  by  securing  money  in  the  public  funds,  is  to  purchase  a 
capital  stock"  in  the  consols  by  my  executors.  Held,  that  the  executors  might  either 
purchase  in  the  consols  or  in  other  good  security,  but  having  done  neither  in  the  life  of 
A.,  his  children  were  entitled  to  3,333/.  6s.  Bd.  consols,  and  not  to  2,000/.  cash. 

In  the  above  case,  A.  died  in  1843,  and  his  children,  on  receiving  2,000/.,  executed 
a  release,  which,  after  reciting,  that  according  to  the  trust,  2,000/.  had  been  set  apart 
to  answer  the  annuity,  they  released  the  representative  of  the  testator  from  all  claims 
and  demands.  In  1854,  the  children  instituted  a  suit  to  recover  the  amount  of  consols 
which  would  be  required  to  produce  100/-  Held,  that  having  regard  to  the  situation 
in  life  of  the  Plaintiff,  the  inaccuracy  of  the  recitals,  and  the  absence  of  professional 
assistance,  they  were  not  barred  by  lapse  of  time. 
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in  trustees  for  payment  of  the  said  annuity,  or  be  it  in 
money,  shall  be  equally  divided  between  such  child  or 
children  of  my  said  son  John  as  shall  be  then  living." 
The  testator  appointed  William  Morion  and  John 
Compion  executors  of  his  will. 

The  testator  made  a  codicil  to  his  will  without  date, 
as  follows  : — "  Note,  what  I  mean,  in  my  will  above,  by 
securing  money  in  the  public  funds,  is,  to  purchase  a 
capital  stock  in  the  Consolidated  Bank  of  England 
Annuities,  by  my  above-named  executors,  William  Ator* 
ton  and  John  Compton" 

The  testator  died  in  1809,  and  on  the  renunciation  of 
the  two  executors,  letters  of  administration  were  granted 
to  Abraham  Watte^  the  residuary  legatee.  It  did  not 
appear  that  any  investment  had  been  made  to  secure 
the  annuity,  but  it  was  duly  paid  by  Abraham  Watte  to 
John  Watte,  during  his  life.  He  died  in  September, 
1843,  leaving  the  Plaintiffs,  Mary  Ann  and  Elizabeth, 
his  only  children,  him  surviving,  and  thereupon  Abraham 
Watte  paid  to  each  of  them  970/.  6e.,  being  half  the 
2,000/.,  minus  the  legacy  duty  and  expenses.  They  exe- 
cuted a  release,  dated  6th  of  October,  1843,  whereby, 
after  reciting  the  above  stated  clause  in  the  will,  but 
making  no  allusion  to  the  codicil ;  and  reciting  the  re- 
nunciation of  probate  by  the  executors,  and  the  grant 
of  letters  of  administration  to  Abraham  Watte,  and  that 
he  **  proceeded  to  execute  the  duties  and  trusts  directed 
in  and  by  the  said  will,  and  particularly  he,  Abraham 
Watte,  set  apart,  out  oj  the  assets  of  the  testator,  the  sum 
q/*  2,000/.,  to  meet,  answer  and  pay  the  annuity  of  100/. 
to  the  said  John  Watte,  the  testator's  eldest  son,  as 
directed  by  the  will,"  and  which  annuity  he  paid  to 
John  Watte  till  his  death;  and  reciting  the  death  of 
John  Watte,  leaving  Mary  Ann  and  Elizabeth,  his  only 

children. 


476  CASES  IN  CHANCERT. 

1866.  children,  him  samving,  who  therenpon  ''became  en- 
titled, in  equal  moieties,  to  the  sum  of  2,000/.  money  to 
set  apart  to  answer  and  paj  the  said  annuity  of  100/. 
tOi''  &c.|  it  was  witnessed,  that  in  consideration  of  the 
sum  of  990/.  paid  to  Mary  Ann  and  .EUzabeth^  ^  as 
and  in  full  of  their  several  and  respective  moieties, 
parts  and  shares  of  the  trust  sum  of  2,000/.  so  set 
apart  to  answer  and  paj,*'  &c.,  after  deducting  the  . 

legacy  duty  thereon,  the  receipt  whereof  was  thereby  J 

acknowledged,  Mary  Ann  and  Eliz€Aeth  jointly  and 
severally  released  and  discharged  Abraham  Watie,  bis 
h^eirs,  &c.  ''  from  all  further  or  other  claims  or  de- 
mands whatsoever,  for  or  in  respect  of  their  said  several 
moieties,  half  parts  and  shares  of  and  in  the  rever- 
sionary legacy  of  2,000/.  money,  or  other  pix^perty 
whatsoever  given  and  bequeathed  and  intended  to  be 
giv«i  and  bequeathed  by  the  will  of  the  testator,  John 
Wiatiej  to  or  for,"  &c.;  with  a  general  release  *'  of  and 
from  all  further  and  other  accounts,  reckonings,  actions, 
suits,  controversies,  claims  or  demands  whatsoever  in 
respect  of  the  said  reversionary  gift,  bequest  or  benefit 
given  or  intended  to  be  given  by  the  t^tator,  John 
Watte,  by  his  will  to  or  for  the  said  lawful  children  of 
the  said  John  Wattes  his  son,  living  at  the  time  of  bis 
death  as  aforesaid,  or  otherwise  howsoever." 

Abraham  Watte  died  in  November,  1852,  and  his  will 
was  proved  by  the  Defendant,  Margaret  Watte. 

The  release  or  deed  poll  of  the  6th  of  October,  1843, 
was  executed  by  Mary  Ann,  then  the  wife  of  John 
Dimmoch  Aapland,  and  also  by  John  Dimmoek  Asp* 
land.  Elizabeth  Watte  was  then  a  spinster,  but  was 
now  the  wife  of  William  Drew. 

The  Plaintiffs,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Aspland  and  Mr.  and 

Mrs. 


AmAMo 

V. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  477 

Mra«  DreWf  hariDg  discovered  in  the  beginning  of  1856. 
January,  1864,  that  they  were  entitled  to  the  sum  of 
stock  directed  to  be  invested  to  answer  the  annuity  of 
100/.,  in  the  manner  mentioned  in  the  codicil,  which  fact,  Wavtb, 
as  they  alleged,  Abraham  Watte  had  wilfully  concealed 
from  them,  filed  their  bill  on  the  27th  of  January ^  1864, 
claiming,  notwithstanding  the  release,  to  be  paid  the 
difference  between  the  value  of  the  stock  and  the  sums 
actually  paid  to  them. 

Mr.  RaupM  and  Mr.  CottrtU,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 
The  release  executed  by  the  Plaintiflb  in  1843  is  no  bar 
to  the  relief  sought  by  this  bill,  for  though  general 
words  are  used  applicable  to  every  claim  or  demand 
which  the  Plaintiffs  might  have,  yet,  in  ooostruiog  such 
instruments,  general  expressions  of  this  sort  are  limited 
by  the  recitals  and  context,  which  shew  the  object  in 
view  and  the  real  intentions  of  the  parties  ;  Paykr  v. 
Homertkamia);  Linda  v.  Lindo{b) ;  Ramsden  v.  Hyl- 
tan  (c).  But  besides  this,  there  are  errors,  misrepresen- 
tations and  suppression  on  the  face  of  the  instrument, 
which  renders  it  ineffectual,  except  as  a  receipt  of  the 
amount  actually  paid.  Such  settlements,  made  in  error 
and  under  a  mistaken  notion  of  the  parties'  rights,  have 
been  repeatedly  avoided  in  equity;  Millar  v.  Craig  {d); 
Broderick  v.  Broderich  {e).  If  the  real  facts  be  con* 
cealed,  even  a  family  compromise  is  invalid ;  Harvey  v. 
Cooke  (J). 

Secondly.  According  to  the  true  construction  of  the 
will  as  explained  by  the  codicil,  the  testator  intended 
exclusively  an  investment  in  stock.  It  was  therefore 
the  duty  of  the  legal  personal  representative  to  have 

invested 

(a)  4  MauU  if  S.  423.  (d)  6  Beav.  433. 

(6)  1  Beav.  496.  (e)  1  Peere  Wmt.  239. 

(c)  2  Ves.  ten.  305.  (/)  4  Ruu.  34. 
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invested  a  sufficient  sum  in  consols  to  produce  100/.  a 
year,  and  having  neglected  to  do  so,  he  became  liable 
to  the  Plaintiffs  for  the  amount  of  stock,  and  not  for 
the  2,000/.;  ByrchaUr.Bradford{a);  Pride Y.Fooks{b). 
But  even  if  he  had  an  option  to  invest  in  consols  or 
real  security,  he  is  still  answerable  in  stock ;  Dimet  v. 
Scott  (c);  Watts  v.  Girdlestone  {d);  Marsh  v.  Hunter  {e); 
Ames  V.  Parkinson  (f). 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Cole,  contrit.  The  will  gives 
an  option  of  investing  either  in  the  public  funds  or 
other  good  security,  and  in  the  codicil,  the  testator 
merely  explains  that  by  ''public  funds"  he  meant  *^ eon- 
sols,*'  the  option  therefore  remains.  Whatever  doubt 
might  have  formerly  existed,  the  case  of  Robinson  v. 
Robinson{g)  has  finally  determined,  that  where  a  testator 
directs  his  trustees  to  invest  trust  monies  in  parlia- 
mentary stocks  or  funds,  or  on  real  securities,  and  they 
omit  so  to  invest  it,  the  cestuis  que  trust  have  not  the 
option  of  charging  them  with  the  monies  which  would 
have  been  produced  if  the  monies  had  been  invested  in 
the  funds,  but  are  only  entitled  to  have  the  trust  monies 
replaced,  with  interest  at  4/.  per  cent. 

The  release  is  a  complete  bar  to  the  present  demand. 
It  was  executed  twelve  years  ago,  and  where  the  parties 
have  acted  on  a  particular  construction  of  a  doubtful 
instrument,  this  Court  is  most  reluctant  to  disturb  a  set- 
tlement or  compromise  entered  into  on  that  foundation ; 
Clifton  V.  Cockburn  (A).  The  lapse  of  time  which  has 
intervened,  the  laches  of  the  Plaintiffs,  and  the  deaths 

of 

(fl)  6  Madd,  13,  235.  (/*)  7  Beav.  379. 

(b)  2  Beav.  430.  (n)  I   De  G.  Macn,  ^  Gor. 

(c)  4  Rums.  202.  247. 

(d )  6  Beav.  188.  (A)  3  %/.  4-  K.  p.  100. 

(e)  6  Madd  295. 
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of  the  only  parties  who  coald  have  satisfactorily  ex- 
plained the  matteri  and  who  most  probably  would  have 
proved  that  tlie  2,000/.  had  been  really  set  apart,  are 
snffieient  to  induce  the  Court  to  refuse  to  disturb  the 
existing  final  settlement 

Mr.  Moupell,  in  reply. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  will  read  the  will  and  the  answer  of  the  Defendant 
before  I  dispose  of  the  case,  and  I  reserve  my  opinion 
on  the  e£fect  of  the  codicil;  but  there  are  one  or  two 
points  material  to  observe  upon  on  this  occasion.  It  is 
obvious,  that  Sobituon  v.  JRobinsan  and  that  class  of 
cases,  where  a  sum  of  money  is  given  to  trustees  or 
executors  to  invest  either  in  consols  or  on  real  secu- 
rities, do  not  apply  to  a  case  where  they  are  directed  to 
invest  such  a  sum  of  money  as  will  produce  a  given 
amount  of  annuity. 

If  this  bill  had  been  filed  against  Abraham  Waiie  in 
1844,  instead  of  against  his  representatives  in  1863, 
the  case  would  be  extremely  different  The  Plaintiffs 
might,  at  any  time  during  the  life  of  John  Watte,  have 
come  forward  and  insisted  on  an  investment :  if  they 
had  done  so  in  Abraham  Watte's  lifetime,  and  it  ap- 
peared that  the  money  had  not  been  invested,  he  could 
not  successfully  have  contended  that  he  was  only  bound 
to  invest  such  a  sum  as  would,  after  the  death  of  John 
Watte,  produce  100/.  a  year.  He  would  have  been 
compelled  to  make  such  an  investment  in  real  securi- 
ties or  in  consols  as  would  have  produced  100/.  a  year 
for  John  Watte  for  life,  and  secured  the  capital  to  the 
children  on  his  death.  He  would  not  have  been  per- 
mitted to  take  advantage  of  his  own  breach  of  trust. 

VOL.  XX.  n  If 
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1856.  liJohn  Watte  bad  died,  the  efiPect  of  his  death  would 
not  have  deprived  the  persons  entitled  in  remainder 
of  their  right*  If  John  Watte  were  alive,  the  trqstee 
would  have  to  purchase  stock  sufficient  to  produce  100/. 
a  year,  but  if  he  were  dead,  the  trustee  could  not  say, 
'^  I  am  only  bound  to  pay  such  a  sum  of  money  as 
would  at  any  time  purchase  100/.  a  year."  If,  however, 
Abraham  Watte  had  proved  that  he  had  invested  the 
money  on  other  securities,  which  had  produced  and 
was  then  producing  100/.  a  year,  that  would  be  an 
answer  to  the  claims  of  the  Plaintifis. 

The  lapse  of  time  is  very  materiaK  As  against 
Abraham  Watte ^  I  should  call  on  him  to  prove  the 
investment,  which  it  might  be  difficult  for  him  to  prove 
after  a  great  lapse  of  time :  at  the  same  time,  it  is 
the  duty  of  trustees  to  keep  evidence  of  their  dealings 
in  respect  of  their  trust.  It  is  with  respect  to  the  evi- 
dence, on  this  part  o(  the  case,  that  I  wish  to  reserve 
my  opinion. 

1  think  the  release  cannot  be  considered  as  a  bar.  It 
was  given  to  a  trustee  by  his  ceetuis  que  trusty  persons 
in  a  humble  condition  of  life,  not  likely  to  be  very 
conversant  with  the  subject,  having  no  information  as 
fo  their  rights,  and  no  independent  professional  assist* 
ance;  and  though  I  at  all  times  feel  inclined  to  give 
weight  to  the  objections  arising  from  lapse  of  time,  I 
think  I  cannot  treat  this  release  as  of  any  greater  value 
than  a  receipt  for  the  money  then  actually  paid  over. 


June  U.  The  MASTER  of  the  RoLLs  (after  stating  the  circum- 

stances of  the  case) : — 

It  is'  contended  that  tjie  executor  had  power  to  in- 
vest 
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ve6t  in  the  funds  or  real  securities,  and  although  I  bad        1855. 
some  hesitation  at  the  hearing,  I  have  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  he  had  the  power  to  invest  in  either, 
provided  the  securities  were  ample  and   sufficient  to       Watte. 
produce  the  100/.  a  year. 

The  annuity  was  paid  to  John  until  his  death  in  1843, 
when  he  died,  leaving  two  children,  who  are  Plaintiffs 
in  this  case.  Within  a  month  afterwards,  Abraham 
paid  each  of  these  children  970/.,  and  they  then  exe- 
cuted a  release,  which  was  to  this  effect : — [His  Honor 
stated  it."] 

The  first  question  is  as  to  the  validity  of  this  transac- 
tion. If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  these 
children  have  not  had  their  full  rights,  then  the  next 
question  is,  what  effect  the  lapse  of  time  has  on  the 
transaction  which  took  place  in  1843,  while  the  bill  was 
not  filed  until  the  beginning  of  1854.  I  first  consider 
the  question  of  construction  of  the  will,  and,  in  that 
view  of  the  case,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiffs 
were  entitled  to  more  than  the  2,000/. ;  that  is  on  the ' 
evidence  now  before  me.  Having  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that,  according  to  its  true  construction,  the 
will  gave  power  to  the  executors  to  invest  the  money 
either  on  real  security  or  in  consols,  it  follows,  that  if 
they  had  bona  fide  invested  2,000/.  on  real  securities 
which  produced  five  per  cent.,  they  would  not  be  liable 
for  more  than  the  sum  so  invested.  But,  on  the  evi- 
dence now  before  me,  I  am  of  opinion  that  they  did 
not  make  any  such  investment,  and  none  being  made, 
the  cestuis  que  trust  had  a  right,  at  any  time,  to  insist 
on  having  an  investment  made. 

This  is  distinguishable  from  the  cases  before  Lord 

LangdaUf    Those   were  cases  where  executors   were 

J I  2  ordered 
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1855.  ordered  to  invest  either  "  in  the  funds  or  on  real  secu- 
rities" and  the  interest  was  payable  to  one  for  life, 
and  afterwards  to  other  persons.  The  Courts  have 
ultimately  held,  that  the  executors  are  only  liable  for 
the  amount  of  the  money  and  not  for  the  stock.  The 
same  result  would  take  place  in  the  converse  case  if 
the  funds  had  fallen ;  there  the  executor  would  not  be 
entitled  to  compel  the  legatee  to  take  so  much  consols 
as  would  have  been  bought  had  the  legacy  been  so 
applied,  but  which  would  not  now  produce  the  same 
amount 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  in  this  case  the  eestuis  que  trust 
were  entitled  to  the  amount  of  an  investment  to  produce 
lUO/.  a  year.  The  amount  could  only  be  ascertained  by 
actual  investment,  and  the  trustee  not  having  thought 
fit  to  make  one,  the  eestuis  que  trust  have  a  right  to 
come  and  insist  on  it.  The  case  I  put  during  the  argu- 
ment illustrates  the  view  I  take  of  the  case.  If  the 
Plaintiffs  had,  during  the  life  of  their  father,  filed  a  bill 
to  have  a  sufficient  sum  invested  to  pay  the  annuity 
and  for  securing  the  amount  due  to  them  on  his  death, 
then,  as  the  trustee  had  made  no  investment,  the  Court 
would  have  ordered  an  investment  to  be  made,  and,  as 
the  trustee  had  made  no  selection,  would  have  selected 
consols. 

If  the  father  had  died  immediately  after  the  bill  had 
been  filed,  the  result  would  have  been  the  same,  as  the 
trustee  had  not  performed  his  duty.  I  am  of  opinion, 
in  this  case,  that  though  the  tenant  for  life  died,  the 
Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  have  the  amount  required  to 
produce  100/.  divided  between  them. 

That  being  so,  I  am  of  opinion  (assuming  the  case  to 
be  recent)  their  rights  would  be  the  same  now,  and  tliat 

if 
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if  Abraham  Watte  had  been  a  Defendant  to  this  suit, 
he  would  be  bound  to  pay  the  amount  necessary  to 
make  the  investment,  and  he  not  having  made  any,  the 
Plaintiffs  would  be  entitled  to  so  much  consols  as  would 
have  produced  this  annuity. 

The  case  is  embarrassed  by  reason  not  merely  of  the 
length  of  time,  but  of  the  circumstance  that  the  bill  was 
not  filed  till  after  the  deaths  of  Abraham  Watte  and  of 
the  solicitor  engaged  in  the  matter.  Under  ordinary 
circumstances,  I  should  consider  this  to  be  a  bar  to  the 
claim;  but  the  Plaintiffs  were  in  a  humble  station  of 
life,  and  had  no  professional  assistance ;  the  facts  were 
not  accurately  represented,  nor  was  the  release  ex- 
plained to  them  at  the  time.  I  think  that  their  rights 
are  not  barred  by  what  has  occurred,  but  the  executor 
ought  to  have  liberty  to  shew  that  the  money  has  been 
invested.  I  should  have  required  Abraham  Watte  to 
shew  that  it  had  been  invested  in  good  and  sufficient 
security,  for  he  ought  to  have  preserved  evidence  of 
his  dealings  with  these  trust  monies.  1  think  from  the 
answer,  that  the  Defendant  would  not  now  be  able  to 
shew  it  It  appears  reasonably  clear  that  no  such  in- 
vestment did  take  place,  and  although  I  will  direct  an 
inquiry,  if  asked,  yet  if  it  should  turn  out  that  none  was 
made,  the  Defendant  will  have  to  pay  the  costs  of  the 
inquiry.  Subject  to  that  I  must  declare,  that  it  ap- 
pearing that  the  fund  was  not  invested  by  Abraham 
Watte,  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  the  value  of  so 
much  consols  as  would  have  produced  100/.  a  year; 
that  of  course  is  3,333/.  6s.  8d.  consols.  I  shall  make 
the  decree  without  costs;  but  if  the  suit  had  been 
against  Abraham  Watte  himself,  and  he  had  not 
proved  a  proper  investment,  1  should  have  made  him 
pay  the  costs. 
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STAINES  V.  GIFFARD. 

June  11,  12. 

When  it  is  1\^^*  ^'  '^-  Clarke  appeared  in  support  of  a  petition 

raSf  sums  ^^'  payment,  out  of  Court,  of  some  small  sums 

may  be  paid  to  the  solicitor,  the  solicitor  undertaking  to  pay  them 

to  tbe  solicitor  ^^^^  ^  ^^  parties  entitled, 
of  the  parties 

entitlea,  the  _. 

Court  requires 

the  production 

of  their  written        The  Mabtbr  of  the  RoLLS.  June  12. 

consent.    In  a 

^Mcnt  wL^  ®      In  this  case,  the  order  may  be  taken  for  the  payment 

signed  by         of  these  small  sums  to  the  solicitor,  he  undertaking  to 

twelve  of  the     P^Y  them  over  to  the  parties  entitled.    The  usual  prac- 

P"?^'*"^^^®  tice  is,  to  require  a  document  sisned  by  the  parties  to  be 
twelfth  was  in  .   '  ^         .         ,    .       ..     ,         ,  i       ,. 

America^  the     produced,  expressmg  their  wish  that  the  amount  should 

^°nred^with  ^®  P*'^  ^  ^^^^  Solicitor.     In  this  case  eleven  out  of 

his  signature,  twelve  have  signed  such  a  paper,  and  the  twelfth  is  re- 

on  the  soli-  •  j     x  •      ,• 

citor's  under-  8>dent  m  America, 

taking  to  pay 

over  the  Under  these  circumstances,  I  will  dispense  with  the 

amount.  '  ^ 

signature  in  this  particular  case,  on  the  undertaking  of 
the  solicitor  to  pay  the  same  over. 


Note.— See  Kehall  v.  Minton,  2  Bear.  H61 ;  Brandling  v.  Humble, 
Jacob,  48;  Hawkins  v.  Dod,  1  Hare,  146;  MiddUUm  v.  Younger, 
17  Jur,  664;  Amutrong  v.  Stockham,  11  Jur.  97. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


485 


1856. 


FORSHAW  V.  HIGGINSON. 
rpms  case  was  ai^ued  by— 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Bury,  for  the  Plaintiff. 
They  cited  Greenwood  v.  Wdkeford  (a). 

Mr.  Roupell,  Mr.  Prityry  Mr.  Folleitj  Mr.  Smith,  Mr. 
Dickinson,  for  the  Defendants. 

Mr.  R»  Palmer,  in  reply. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment  as  to 
costs. 


May  5.      T/ie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case^  the  terms  of  the  decree  to  be  made  were 
settled  at  the  hearing,  but  I  reserved  my  judgment,  for 
the  purpose  of  considering  what  ought  to  be  done  with 
respect  to  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

This  is  a  suit  by  a  trustee,  who  prays  that  he  may  be 
discharged  from  the  trusts  of  an  indenture  of  the  21st 
oi  June,  1850,  and  that  the  trusts  remaining  to  be  per- 
formed may  be  duly  performed,  and  offering  to  account. 
The  rule  on  this  subject  is  free  from  obscurity,  the  only 
difficulty  is  to  apply  it.    It  is  quite  settled,  that  a  trustee 

cannot, 

(fl)  1  B^ov.  576 ;  and  see  Coventry  v.  Coventry ^  1  AVfw, 
Howard  V,  KhodeSy  1  Keen,  581  ;       758. 

cannot  safely  effect  his  object  by  setting  such  co^trustee  to  appoint  a 
hii  place,  under  a  power  vested  in  him  for  that  purpose* 


May  2,  5. 

A  trustee  can- 
not, from  mere 
caprice,  retire 
from  the  per- 
formance of 
his  trust,  with- 
out paying  the 
costs  occa- 
sioned.    But 
circumstances 
arising  in  the 
administration 
of  a  trust  which 
have  altered 
the  nature  of 
his  duties,  jus- 
tify him  in 
leaving  it  and 
entitle  him  to 
his  costs. 

A  trustee 
was  desirous  of 
retiring,  and 
was  justified  in 
so  doing, 
though  from 
private  cir- 
cumstances ; 
his  centuis  que 
trust  having 
prevented  him 
retiring,  he 
instituted  a 
suit  to  admi- 
nister the 
trusts.     He 
was  allowed 
his  costs. 

A  trustee 
desirous  of 
retiring,  by 
reason  of  his 
want  of  confi- 
dence in  his 
CO- trustee, 
new  trustee  in 
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18S6.  cannot,  finom  mere  caprice,  retire  from  the  performanee 
of  bis  trusty  without  paying  the  costs  occasioDed  by 
that  act  It  is  also  quite  clear,  that  any  drcumstanoes, 
arising  in  the  administration  of  the  trust,  which  have 
altered  the  nature  of  bis  duties,  justify  him  in  leaving 
it,  and  entitle  him  to  receive  his  costs,  but  I  think  that 
to  justify  him  in  that  course,  the  drcnmstances  must 
be  such  as  arise  out  of  the  administration  of  the  trust, 
and  not  those  relating  to  himself  individually. 

Here,  the  circumstances  which,  in  my  opinion,  justi- 
fied his  sajring,  *'  I  cannot  proceed  in  the  administra- 
tion of  the  trust  with  my  co-trustee,**  arose  out  of  his 
private  circumstances,  not  out  of  the  administration  of 
the  trust  If  therefore,  on  the  application  to  the  trustees 
to  be  discharged,  his  ce$iui$  que  trust  had  said,  ''  you 
must  pay  the  costs  of  the  appointment  of  the  new 
trustees,*'  which  would  have  been  the  mere  costs  of  an 
endorsement  on  a  deed,  and  he  had  refused  to  do  that, 
I  should  not  have  supported  the  Plaintiff  in  instituting 
a  suit,  by  giving  him  the  costs  thereby  occasioned.  But 
that  is  not  the  present  case,  which  is  one  of  a  difierent 
description.  In  feust,  the  events  which  had  occurred 
made  it  impossible,  in  my  opinion,  for  the  Plaintiff  to 
feel  that  confidence  in  his  co-trustee,  which  was  neces- 
sary, although  the  reasons  were  of  a  private  nature 
and  not  arising  out  of  the  trust  He  made  an  applica- 
tion to  the  ceituis  que  trust  to  be  discharged  from  the 
trust,  and  for  a  release  in  respect  of  his  former  pro- 
ceedings. They  stated,  in  answer, — *'  We  cannot  give 
you  a  release,  because  there  is  one  matter  in  which 
we  think  you  have  committed  a  breach  of  trust" 
His  reply  was  a  very  proper  one : — ''Then  give  me  a 
release  in  respect  of  all  other  matters  relating  to  the 
trusts."  The  answer  is,  ''  No,  it  is  a  matter  of  great 
importance,  and  we  cannot  relieve  you  from  the  trust** 

What 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  487 

What  could  a  trustee  do  under  such  circumstances  ?  I  1855. 
am  of  opinion,  that  he  could  not  properly  have  got  rid 
of  the  trust  by  means  of  the  power  contained  in  the 
deed,  for  although  it  enabled  the  other  trustee  to  ap- 
point a  new  trustee  in  the  place  of  a  retiring  one,  still, 
if  the  Plaintiff,  William  John  Forshaw,  had  retired  from 
the  trust,  on  the  ground  of  want  of  confidence  in  his 
co-trustee,  and  had  allowed  that  person,  in  whom  he  felt 
no  confidence,  to  appoint  another  person,  not  only  not 
sanctioned,  but  opposed  and  objected  to  by  the  cestuis 
que  trust ;  although  I  do  not  say  he  would  have  been 
liable  for  any  misconduct  that  might  afterwards  have 
been  committed  by  the  trustees,  yet  the  Court  would 
certainly  have  greatly  disapproved  of  such  a  proceed- 
ing, and  he  would  have  rendered  himself  liable  to  great 
risks,  such  as  no  trustee  should  be  called  upon  to  incur. 
I  think  therefore  he  could  not  properly  get  rid  of  the 
trusts  by  means  of  the  power  of  appointing  new  trustees 
contained  in  the  deed. 

No  person  can  be  compelled  to  remain  a  trustee  and 
act  in  the  execution  of  the  trust.  As  I  have  already 
stated,  if  the  circumstances  preventing  his  continuing  to 
perform  his  duties  arose  from  any  act  of  his  own,  or 
anything  relating  to  himself,  I  think  he  ought  to  pay 
the  costs  of  the  appointment  of  a  new  trustee ;  but  if 
the  persons  upon  whom  the  appointment  of  the  new 
trustee  depend  (which,  in  my  opinion,  are  the  cestms  que 
trust  in  the  present  case)  absolutely  refuse  to  take  any 
steps  for  that  purpose,  what  is  he  to  do  ?  In  my  opinion, 
the  only  course  he  could  take  was,  to  say,  that  which 
every  trustee  may  say,  **  I  will  apply  to  and  have  the 
trusts  executed  by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  I  will 
ask  to  be  discharged  from  the  trusts  as  incidental  to 
that  relief."  That,  in  fact,  is  what  has  taken  place  in 
this  case.    The  Plaintiff,  by  his  bill,  seeks  to  have  the 

trusts 
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1866. 

FOEIHAW 
V. 

Hiooiiitoif. 


trusts  of  the  indentare  executed  by  the  Court,  and  to  be 
discharged  from  hb  office  of  trustee.  The  cestuis  que 
trust  appear  to  take  the  benefit  of  the  suit,  for  they 
ask  for  an  account  against  the  Plaintiff*  and  his  co- 
trustee,  which,  no  doubt,  might  have  been  given  without 
the  institution  of  the  suit,  and  they  are  willing  and  are 
desirous  to  have  two  new  trustees  appointed.  I  cannot, 
from  the  circumstance  that  the  account  might  have 
been  taken  out  of  Court,  say,  that  they  have  not  occa- 
sioned this  suit,  for  when  the  Plaintiff  asked  for  a  re- 
lease (which  of  course  must  have  been  on  passing  his 
accounts),  they  said,  "  No,  we  object  to  one  thing, 
we  will  not  give  you  any  release,  you  must  remain  a 
trustee."  The  Plaintiff  then  says,  *'  If  I  am  to  remain 
a  trustee  I  have  no  confidence  in  my  co-trustee,  and  I 
must  go  to  the  Court  and  have  the  trusts  administered 
there."  This,  in  effect,  is  the  prayer  of  the  bill,  it  prays, 
that  the  Plaintiff  may  be  relieved  from  being  any  longer 
a  trustee  of  the  indenture  of  the  2lst  day  of  June,  1860, 
jointly  with  the  Defendant,  Henry  Forskaw,  and  that 
the  trusts  of  the  said  indenture  (so  far  as  they  still  re- 
main unperformed)  may  be  carried  into  effect  by  and 
under  the  direction  of  this  Court.  That,  if  necessary, 
some  person  may  be  appointed  a  trustee  of  the  said  in- 
denture, in  the  place  or  stead  of  the  Plaintiff.  That  all 
proper  accounts  may  be  taken  and  directions  given  for 
carrying  the  above-mentioned  purposes  into  effect  He 
does  not  pray  an  account  against  himself,  but  makes  an 
offer  to  account,  which  is  accepted,  and  the  account  will 
be  taken  accordingly. 


I  am  of  opinion,  in  the  result,  that  I  must  treat  this 
as  an  ordinary  suit,  for  the  administration  of  the  trusts 
of  an  estate ;  and,  as  these  persons  are  all  interested  in 
the  fund,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  costs  of  all  parties 

must 
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must  be  paid  as  between  solicitor  and  client  out  of  the       1866. 
trust  fund. 

I  have  a  word  to  say  with  relation  to  the  costs  of  the 
evidence  which  has  been  gone  into  between  the  Plain- 
tiff and  the  Defendant,  Henry  Forshaw.  I  think  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  placed  in  a  very  difficult  position  with 
regard  to  this  evidence.  In  the  first  place,  if  he  had 
not  gone  into  evidence  it  would  have  been  said,  that  he 
had  acted  from  mere  caprice,  and  that  although  he  had 
made  certain  allegations,  there  was  no  evidence  of  them. 
Therefore  he  went  into  this  evidence.  But  the  evidence 
is  given  not  in  respect  of  any  relief  prayed  against  the 
Defendant,  Henry  Forshaw^  for  no  relief  is  prayed 
against  him,  and,  in  my  opinion,  properly,  for  I  do  not 
think  the  bill  ought  to  have  prayed  relief  against  him. 
It  was  for  the  cestuis  que  trust  to  pray  relief  against 
him,  and  ask,  either  that  he  might  be  discharged  from 
the  trust,  or  that  a  new  trustee  might  be  appointed, 
because  a  tnistee,  particularly  a  retiring  trustee,  has  no 
interest  whatever  in  that  matter.  Well  then,  he  has 
gone  inta  evidence  as  against  a  Defendant,  against 
whom  he  prays  no  relief,  and  against  whom  he  can 
properly  have  no  relief,  in  order  to  justify  himself  and 
to  give  a  reason  why  he  retired  from  the  trust.  I  think 
that  he  was  entitled  to  retire  from  the  trust  without  re- 
ferring to  this  matter,  and  that  I  cannot  throw  the  costs 
of  this  evidence>  (with  respect  to  which  the  cestuis  que 
trust  had  nothing  to  do,  because  they  do  not  take  issue 
on  it,)  on  the  trust  estate.  At  the  same  time,  I  think 
there  was  considerable  justification  in  the  Plaintiff's 
going  into  evidence,  and  I  do  not  think  I  can  make  him 
pay  the  costs  of  it.  I  cannot  certainly  make  Henry 
Forshaw  pay  the  costs^  because  as  there  was  evidence 
affecting  him,  he  was  entitled  to  go  into  a  defence  on 
the  snbject,and  I  feel  considerable  embarrassment  as  to 

this 
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this  evidence,  which,  I  have  no  doubt,  the  Plaintiff  him- 
self felt,  when  he  framed  his  suit,  but  the  result  is,  that 
under  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  case,  I  shall 


HiauiMOM.    give  no  costs  of  the  evidence  on  dther  side. 


IN  RE  THE  LONDON  DOCK  ACT. 
EX  PARTE  TAVERNER. 

Jimc  11,21. 
The  acknow-    JtfARTHA  LOUISA  MOORE  and  Xoicisa  Anne^ 

HTb^a"^*  *•"«  ^»*^  ^^  TFtfltam   Whittdhert,  being  each 

married  entitled,  as  tenant  in  tail,  to  an  undivided  moiety  of 

the  «  Act  for  certain  freehold  premises  in  Gravel  Lane,  parish  of  St 

the  AboHtion  Paul^  Shodwell,  executed  an  indenture,  in  New  Soutk 

of  r  inet  and 

Recoveries"  Wales,  where  they  then  resided,  dated  12th  December, 
c?74)*ma^bi  ^^*^'  conveying  the  property  to  Philip  Charles  Moore, 
made  after  the  upon  trust  to  sell.  The  indenture  was  transmitted  to 
rolledl'and  if  ^^^(^^f  ^^^  was  duly  enrolled  in  the  Court  of  Cban- 
•o  made,  will  eery  on  the  10th  of  June,  1843,  pursuant  to  the  Act  for 
A/fme'corerf,  ^he  Abolition  of  Fines  and  Recoveries  (3  &  4  Witt.  4, 

«^t5a*dL  ^*  ''*^*  ^  *®  ^'''^  September,  1845,  the  indenture 
entailing  deed  was  produced  and  acknowledged  by  Mrs.  Whittakers 
^Dwembar  ^f^ve  1^  special  commission  in  New  South  Wales,  in 
1842,  which  pursuance  of  the  above  Act;  and  on  the  21st  of  May, 
on  the  10th  of  18^6,  the  certificate  of  acknowledgment,  and  an  affidavit 

June,  1843,      verifying  it,  and  the  signature  thereto,  were  filed  in  the 

Dot  uras  not 

acknowledged   Court  of  Common  Pleas  at  Westtmnster. 

by  her  antil 

ibe  17th  of 

September,  In  Attgtut,  1848,  th6  property  was  put  up  for  sale  by 

that  it  was^  auction,  and  being  purchased  by  the  Petitioner,  Stephen 
effectual  to  bar  Tavemer,  was  conveyed  to  him  by  indenture,  dated  3rd 

The  Londtm  Dock  Company  having  purchased  the 

property 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


491 


property  for  the  purposes  of  their  Act,  objected  to  the 
Petitioner's  title  to  Mrs.  Whiitahers*  moiety,  on  the 
ground  that  the  acknowledgment  was  taken  after  the 
inrolment;  and  on  the  1st  of  February,  1855,  they 
paid  3,4752.9  half  the  purchase-money,  into  Court,  The 
Petitioner  having,  on  the  1st  February ^  1855,  presented 
a  petition  for  payment  of  the  3,475/.  and  interest  thereon 
at  5  per  cent.,  together  with  the  costs  of  the  application, 
the  question  of  title  was  argued. 


1855. 


Ex  parte 
Tavbbnbiu 


The  15th  section  of  the  3  &  4  Will  4,  c.  74,  empowers 
a  tenant  in  tail  to  bar  the  entail ;  but,  by  the  40th  sec- 
tion,  every  disposition  of  lands  under  this  Act  by  a  tenant 
in  tail  thereof  must  be  effected  by  some  one  of  the  omv- 
rancee  (not  being  a  will)  by  which  such  tenant  in  tail 
could  have  made  the  disposition  if  his  estate  were  an 
estate  at  law  in  fee  simple  absolute :  ''  provided  never^ 
theless,  that  no  disposition  by  a  tenant  in  tail  shall  be 
of  any  force,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  under  this  Act, 
unless  made  or  evidenced  by  deed,"  &c.  •  •  •  *'  And 
if  the  tenant  in  tail  making  the  disposition  shall  be  a 
married  woman,  the  concurrence  of  her  husband  shall 
be  necessary  to  give  effect  to  the  same,  and  any  deed 
which  may  be  executed  by  her  for  effecting  the  dis* 
position  shall  be  acknowledged  by  her  as  hereinafter 
directed."  The  41st  section  provides,  that  no  **  assu- 
rance," by  which  any  disposition  of  lands  shall  be 
effected  under  the  Act,  shall  have  any  operation  under 
the  Act,  unless  inroUed  in  Chancery  within  six  calendar 
months  after  **  execution"  thereof. 


The  77th  section  makes  it  lawful  for  every  married 
woman,  in  every  case  except  that  of  tenant  in  tail,  "  by 
deed  to  dispose  of  lands  of  any  tenure  and  money  subject 
to  be  invested  in  the  purchase  of  lands,  and  also  to  dis- 
pose of,  release,  surrender  or  extinguish  any  estate  which 

she 
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she  alone,  or  she  and  her  husband  in  her  right,  may 
have  in  any  lands  of  any  tenure,  or  in  any  such  money 
as  aforesaid,"  &c.  '^  as  fully  and  effectually  as  she  could 
do  if  she  were  a  feme  sole,  save  and  except  that  no  such 
disposition,  release,  surrender  or  extinguishment  shall 
be  valid  and  effectual  unless,''  &c.  .  •  .  '^  the  deed 
be  acknowledged  by  her  as  hereinafter  directed." 


The  79th  section  enacts,  **  that  every  deed  to  be 
executed  by  a  married  woman  for  any  of  the  purposes 
of  this  Act,  except  such  as  may  be  executed  by  her  in 
the  character  of  protector,  for  the  sole  purpose  of  giving 
her  consent  to  the  disposition  of  a  tenant  in  tail,  shall, 
upon  her  executing  the  same,  or  afterwards,  be  produced 
and  acknowledged  by  her  as  her  act  and  deed,  before  a 
Judge  of  one  of  the  superior  Courts  at  Westminster^  or  a 
Master  in  Chancery,  or  before  two  of  the  perpetual  com- 
missioners, or  two  special  commissioners,  to  be  re- 
spectively appointed  as  hereinafter  appointed/'  The 
80th  section  directs,  that  before  receiving  the  acknow- 
ledgment by  any  married  woman  of  any  *'  deed"  under 
the  Act,  she  shall  be  examined  apart  from  her  husband 
to  ascertain  whether  she  freely  and  voluntarily  consents 
to  ^'  such  deed,"  and  if  she  does  not,  she  is  not  to  be 
permitted  to  acknowledge  the  same ;  "  and  in  such 
case,  siwh  deed  shall,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  execution 
thereof  by  such  married  woman,  be  void." 

The  83rd  section  provides,  that  in  case  any  married 
woman  shall  be  prevented,  by  reason  of  residence  be- 
yond the  seas,  or  for  the  reasons  therein  mentioned,  from 
making  the  acknowledgment  required  by  the  Act  before 
a  Judge,  &c.,  'Mt  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  at  Westminster,  or  any  Judgp  of  that 
Court,  to  issue  a  commission  specially  appointing  any 
persons  therein  named  to  be  commissioners  to  take  the 
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acknowledgment  by  any  married  woman,  to  be  therein 
named,  of  any  such  deed  as  aforesaid :  provided  always** 
that  every  such  commission  shall  be  made  returnable 
within  such  time,  to  be  therein  expressed,  as  the  said 
Court  or  Judge  shall  think  fit." 

The  84th  section  prescribes  the  form  of  memorandum 
to  be  indorsed  on  or  written  at  the  foot  or  margin  of  the 
deed  by  the  person  taking  such  acknowledgment  of 
such  deed. 


1866. 


Eg  parte 
Tayssnir. 


The  8f)th  section  provides,  *^  that  when  the  certificate 
of  the  acknowledgment  of  a  deed  by  a  married  woman 
shall  be  so  filed  of  record,  as  aforesaid,  the  deed  so 
acknowledged  shall,  so  far  as  regards  the  disposition, 
release,  surrender  or  extinguishment  thereby  made  by 
any  married  woman  whose  acknowledgment  shall  be  so 
certified,  concerning  any  lands  or  money  comprised  in 
such  deed,  take  eifect  from  the  time  of  its  being  acknow- 
ledged, and  the  subsequent  filing  of  such  certificate  as 
aforesaid  shall  have  relation  to  such  acknowledgment," 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr,  W.  S.  Clarke,  for  the  Peti- 
tioner. The  question  is,  whether  the  acknowledgment 
having  been  made  after  the  inrolment  is  valid.  By  the 
express  language  of  section  41,  the  inrolment  must  be 
made  within  six  calendar  months  after  the  execution  of 
the  deed,  and  if  not  it  is  to  be  void ;  but  the  time  is  not 
fixed  for  making  the  acknowledgment,  except  that  it  is 
to  be  on  or  after  the  execution  of  the  deed,  s.  79.  There 
is,  therefore,  a  distinction  between  the  inrolment  and  ftc- 
knowledgment.  The  whole  scheme  of  the  act  may  be 
reduced  to  this  :**»tbere  must  be,  first,  execution  of  the 
deed ;  secondly,  an  inrolment  vrithin  six  calendar  months 
after  execution ;  and,  thirdly,  acknowledgment,  but  at 
what  time  is  left  undetermined ;  and  the  operation  of  the 
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acknowledgment  is  kept  in  saspense  until  the  certifi- 
cate thereof  is  duly  filed  in  the  Common  Pleas,  and 
being  so  filed  it  is  open  to  the  inspection  of  all  persons. 
It  is  clear  also,  from  the  other  provisions  of  the  Act, 
that  the  acknowledgment  of  the  deed  may  be  made  at 
any  time ;  for  the  power  given  to  the  CSourt  of  Common 
Pleasi  or  any  Judge  thereof,  to  issue  a  special  commis- 
sion and  to  fix  the  time  of  the  return  of  the  acknow- 
ledgment, as  they  or  he  should  think  fit,  proves  that  it 
may  be  done  at  any  time. 


Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Ooldsmid^  contri.  The  Company 
have  no  desire  to  obstruct  the  Petitioner,  but  they  wish 
to  have  a  good  title,  and  a  good  title  might  easily  be 
made,  for  Mrs.  Whittakers  could  execute  a  fresh  disen- 
tailing deed  and  acknowledge  it  before  it  is  returned  to 
this  country  for  inrolment.  It  is  assumed,  that  the 
**  execution,"  mentioned  in  the  41st  section,  is  the  same 
as  that  in  the  79th  section ;  but  the  term  is  ambiguous, 
and  means  either  the  complete  act  of  execution,  or  only 
sealing  and  delivery.  The  legislature  did  not  mean  the 
execution  by  a  married  woman  to  be  valid  as  a  mere 
sealing  and  delivery;  but  they  intended,  by  ''execu- 
tion," the  complete  act,  or  the  entire  assurance :  and  as 
to  the  83rd  section,  which  in  certain  cases  empowers 
the  Court  to  issue  a  commission  to  take  the  acknow- 
ledgment, returnable  within  a  time  to  be  fixed,  it  follows 
that,  as  soon  as  the  acknowledgment  is  returned  and 
the  certificate  filed,  the  assurance  becomes  complete, 
and  it  must  be  inrolled  within  six  calendar  months  after. 
[The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls  :  Your  contention,  in  re- 
ference to  the  83rd  section,  is,  that  if  a  deed  is  exe- 
cuted, and  acknowledged  twelve  months  after,  and  then 
inrolled  within  six  months  after  the  acknowledgment, 
that  would  do.]  The  execution  means  the  whole  as- 
surance, including  every  thing,— the  signing,  sealing, 
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delivery  and  acknowledgment;  and  if  the  deed  is  in- 
rolled  six  months  after  the  acknowledgment,  that 
would  be  a  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the 
Act.  Indeed  it  would  be  absurd  were  it  otherwise, 
and  is  obvious  that  that  is  so  from  the  41st  section, 
which  says,  that  no  assurance  of  lands  is  to  have  any 
operation  unless  inrolled  within  six  months  *'  after  the 
execution  thereof."  [The  Master  of  the  Rolls  :  The 
79th  section  makes  a  distinction  between  execution  and 
acknowledgment.]  It  does  so,  but  it  is  absurd,  and  it 
is  questionable  whether  you  can  inrol  the  assurance 
until  it  has  been  acknowledged,  for  the  execution  is 
not  complete  until  that  has  been  done.  There  are 
several  things  to  be  done:  the  sealing,  the  delivery, 
the  acknowledgment,  filing  the  certificate,  and  the  in- 
rolment. 


1865. 

In  re 

The 

London 

Dock  Act. 

Er  parte 
Tatbkneb. 


Mr.  R.  Palmer^  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  upon  this  petition  is,  whether  the  ac- 
knowledgment of  a  married  woman  must  be  taken 
before  the  inrolment  under  the  statute  of  the  3  &  4  WiU. 
4,  c.  74,  usually  intituled  ''  The  Fines  and  Recoveries 
Act." 


JuM  21. 


This  is  a  question  which  depends  solely  upon  the 
construction  of  the  clauses  of  the  Act  of  Parliament, 
and,  upon  careful  consideration  of  those  clauses,  which 
I  am  about  to  mention,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion, 
that  the  acknowledgment  of  a  married  woman  need  not 
be  taken  before  inrolment,  but  would  be  perfectly  good 
and  valid  if  taken  after  inrolment. 


The  first  clause  which,  in  any  respect  whatever,  refers 
vol.  xx.  k  k  to 
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to  this  subject,  is  the  40th  section,  which  enacts,  ''  that 
every  disposition  of  lands  under  this  act  by  a  tenant  in 
tail  thereofshall  be  effected  by  some  one  of  the  assurances 
(not  being  a  will)  by  which  such  tenant  in  tail  could 
have  made  the  disposition,  if  his  estate  were  an  estate 
at  law,  in  fee  simple  absolute ;  provided  nevertheless 
that  no  disposition  by  a  tenant  in  tail  shall  be  of  any 
force,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  under  this  act,  unless 
made  or  evidenced  by  deed."  Now,  I  think,  these  words 
are  material,  and  I  shall  shortly  point  out  why  I  con- 
sider an  important  distinction  is  to  be  drawn  in  the 
construction  of  the  act,  as  far  as  relatis  to  the  question, 
by  the  fact  that  it  refers  to  the  disposition  by  the  tenant 
in  tail,  which  is  to  be  made  or  evidenced  by  deed.  The 
distinction,  the  importance  of  which  I  shall  refer  to  im- 
mediately, is  very  obvious  upon  the  state  of  the  law  as 
it  stood  when  this  act  passed.  The  disposition  might  be 
wholly  effected,  that  is,  the  whole  property  might  be  con- 
veyed by  deed  alone,  such  as  by  lease  and  release,  but 
it  might  also  be  only  evidenced  by  deed,  such  as  a  feoff- 
ment with  livery  of  seisin,  where  the  deed  was  evidence 
of  the  disposition,  but  did  not,  of  itself,  constitute  the 
whole  disposition.  Now  the  same  thing  occurs  in  the 
case  of  a  demise,  where  entry  was  necessary,  for  the 
purpose  of  making  the  assurance  complete.  This  will  be 
found  to  be  material  with  respect  to  that  which  applies 
to  the  next  section,  where^it  is  said,  no  assurance  shall  be 
valid  unless  inrolled.  After  proceeding  in  that  way,  the 
40th  sect,  says : — "  that  no  disposition  by  a  tenant  in  tail, 
resting  only  in  contract  express  or  implied  or  otherwise, 
and  whether  supported  by  a  valuable  or  meritorious 
consideration  or  not,  shall  be  of  any  force  at  law  or  in 
equity,  under  this  act,  notwithstanding  such  disposition 
may  be  made  or  evidenced  by  deed  ;  and  if  the  tenant 
in  tail  making  the  disposition  shall  be  a  married  woman, 
the  concurrence  of  her  husband  shall  be  necessary  to 
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give  effect  to  the  same,  and  any  deed  whicb  may  be 
executed  by  her  for  effecting  the  disposition  shall  be 
acknowledged  by  her  as  hereinafter  directed." 

It  therefore  states  nothings  except  the  necessity  of  an 
acknowledgment  by  her,  which  is  to  be  specified  in  the 
subsequent  part  of  the  Act  of  Parliament. 

Then  comes  the  41sf  section,  which  refers  to  this  ques- 
tion also.  This  section  gives  directions  as  to  the  inrol- 
ment^and  says,  ''that  no  assurance  by  which  any  dispo- 
sition of  land  shall  be  effected,  under  this  act,  by  a  tenant 
in  tail  thereof,  except  a  lease  for  any  term,  &c.,  shall  have 
any  operation  under  this  act,  unless  it  be  inrolled  in  the 
High  Court  of  Chancery  within  six  calendar  months 
after  the  execution  thereof,  and  if  the  assurances  by 
which  any  disposition  of  land  shall  be  effected  under 
this  act  shall  be  a  bargain  and  sale,  such  assurance, 
although  not  inrolled  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the 
Act  of  Parliament  of  the  27  Hen.  8,  shall,  if  inrolled 
in  the  Court  of  Chancery  within  the  time,  be  as  valid 
and  effectual  as  if  the  same  had  been  inrolled  within 
the  time  prescribed  by  that  act." 

The  principal  argument,  in  fact,  against  the  view  that 
I  have  taken  of  this  statute,  is,  that  upon  the  effect  of 
tlie  word  "  assurance," — that  no  assurance  shall  have 
any  operation  under  this  act,  unless  it  be  inrolled  in  the 
High  Court  of  Chancery,  that  is,  no  assurance  by  which 
any  disposition  of  land  shall  be  effected  under  this 
act. 


In  re 
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The  word  ''  assurance"  does  not,  I  think,  mean  that 

which  constitutes  a  complete  disposition  of  property, 

because  the  disposition  of  property   by  the  previous 

clause,  as  I  have  pointed  out,  may  be  effected  by  deed 

K  K  2  or 
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or  an  assurance  entire  in  itself,  or  may  be  effected  partly 

by  a  deed  and  partly  by  something  which  the  deed 

^^^        evidenced ;  such  as  in  the  case  which  I  mentioned  of  a 

London       feoffment  with  livery  of  seisin  ;  and  that  was  the  state 

„  of  the  law  at  the  time  this  act  which  I  have  mentioned 

Ex  parte 

Ta VERM  Eft. 


It  cannot  therefore  be  denied,  that  the  deed  might 
either  be  the  whole  assurance,  or  the  evidence  only  of 
the  assurance ;  and  it  is  obvious  that  this,  which  was  to 
effect  a  disposition,  and  which  was  to  be  evidence  of  the 
assurance,  was  to  be  inrolled,  and  in  fact  was  the  only 
thing  which  can  be  inrolled.  In  the  cases  that  I  have 
before  mentioned,  the  whole  assurance  is  not  inrolled, 
but  the  deed  only,  which  evidences  the  assurance. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  act  specifies  distinctly 
the  time  within  which  it  must  be  done,  namely,  six 
months. 

The  next  section  which  it  is  important  to  refer  to, 
upon  this  subject,  is  the  77th,  which  is  the  general 
clause  which  enables  alienation  by  a  married  woman- 
It  specifies  that  a  woman  may  dispose  of  her  property, 
and  contains  this  passage,  '*  save  and  except  that  no 
such  disposition,  release,  surrender  or  extinguishment 
shall  be  valid  and  effectual,  unless  the  husband  concur 
in  the  deed  by  which  the  same  shall  be  effected,  nor 
unless  the  deed  be  acknowledged  by  her,  as  hereinafter 
directed." 

Now  there  is  here  no  reference  whatever  to  the  time  of 
the  execution,  there  is  no  reference  to  the  time  of  the 
inrolment,  but  it  only  provides  that  her  acknowledgment 
shall  be  necessary.  The  79th  section  is  the  section 
which  provides  for  the  acknowledgment,  which  is  to 
this  effect : — **  And  be  it  further  enacted,  that  every 

deed 
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deed  to  be  executed  by  a  married  woman,  for  any  of  the  1865. 
purposes  of  this  act  (except  such  as  may  be  executed 
by  her  in  the  character  of  protector  for  some  party,  for 
the  sole  purpose  of  her  giving  her  consent  to  the  dispo- 
sition of  the  tenant  in  tail),  shall,  on  her  executing  Ex  parte 
the  same,  or  afterwards,  be  produced  and  acknow-  Tavbrnbr, 
ledged  by  her  as  her  act  and  deed,  before  the  Judge  of 
one  of  the  superior  Courts  at  Westminster  or  the  Master  in 
Chancery,  or  before  two  of  the  perpetual  Commissioners, 
or  two  special  Commissioners  to  be  respectively  ap- 
pointed as  afterwards  provided." 

It  is  to  be  observed,  therefore,  that  the  acknowledg- 
ment is  not  to  be  a  part  of  the  execution.  It  is  dis- 
tinctly specified  here,  that  this  is  not  to  be  part  of  the 
execution,  because  it  is  **  upon  her  executing  the  same, 
or  afterwards."  It  may  be  a  distinct  and  separate  act, 
and  the  clause  does  not  specify  within  what  time  it  is  to 
be  done.  It  shews  this  very  clearly,  because  the  80th 
section,  which  provides  for  the  mode  of  examination, 
has  no  reference  whatever  tu  the  acknowledgment, 
except  that  it  must  be  subsequent  to  the  execution  of 
the  deed. 

It  specifies  that  she  shall  be  examined  ''  apart  from 
her  husband  touching  her  acknowledgment  of  the  deed," 
and  so  on,  ''and  unless  she  shall  freely  and  voluntarily 
consent  to  the  deed  [the  Commissioners]  shall  not  permit 
her  to  acknowledge  the  same,"  (the  deed  having  been 
duly  executed  in  such  case,)  that  is  to  say,  in  case 
she  does  not  acknowledge  the  deed,  such  deed,  so  far  as 
relates  to  the  execution  thereof  by  such  married  woman, 
shall  be  void.  So  that,  in  fact,  it  provides  that  there 
should  have  been  a  previous  execution,  which  execution 
is  to  be  acknowledged ;  and  if  it  is  not  acknowledged 
in  a  particular  form  there  specified,  it  is  to  be  void. 

The 
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1855.  The  83rd  section,  also  shews  this  in  the  same  manner 
^^*^^*^^  mofe  distinctly,  because  that  provides  that  if,  from  heing 
j)^  beyond  the  seas,  or  ill  health,  or  any  other  sofEcient 
L^Dos  caose,  a  married  woman  shall  be  prerented  making  the 
Eiparu  ^  »cknowlcdgment  reqoired  by  the  act,  then  it  shall  be 
Tatbubb.  lawful  for  the  Conrt  of  Common  Pleas,  or  any  Judge  of 
Aat  Coort,  to  issue  a  commission  for  taking  her  acknow- 
ledgment. Now,  that  might  require  a  very  considerable 
time ;  and  accordingly,  as  it  is  obTious  that  if  a  woman 
were  to  reside  at  New  Zealand,  or  in  the  AMsiraliau 
Colonies,  as  a  considerable  length  of  time  would  be  re- 
quired, there  is  a  proviso,  that  every  such  commission 
shall  be  made  returnable  within  soch  time,  therein  ex- 
pressed, as  the  Court  or  Judge  shall  think  fit  and  reason- 
able. It  is  clear  it  does  not  limit  this  to  six  months. 
It  is  obvious  that  the  Judge  has  power  to  extend  the 
time  beyond  six  months,  and,  in  case  he  thinks  fit  and 
reasonable,  more  than  six  months  may  be  given  for  the 
acknowledgment  of  a  married  woman ;  but,  as  I  have 
already  pointed  out,  the  execution  has  already  taken 
place,  and  to  obtain  an  acknowledgment  of  her  due 
execution,  an  application  is  to  be  made  to  the  Court 
after  the  execution  has  taken  place,  and  the  acknow- 
ledgment may  be  within  such  time  as  the  Judge  shall 
think  fit  and  reasonable.  The  deed  must  be  enrolled 
within  six  calendar  months ;  but  there  is  nothing  in  this 
clause  to  say,  thatt,  although  the  Judge  shall  think  it 
fit,  he  IS  not  at  liberty  to  give  more  than  six  months  to 
acknowledge  the  execution ;  but  that  would  be  implied 
if  it  were  absolutely  necessary  that  the  acknowledgment 
should  be  taken  before  inrolmeut. 

The  inrolment  must  take  place  within  six  mondis 
after  the  execution,  that  is  expressly  pointed  out  by  Act 
of  Parliament.  The  84th  section  confirms  this,  and 
specifies  what  the    memorandum  of  acknowledgment 

shall 
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shall  be ;  the  86th  section  speciBes  that  the  certificate 
of  acknowledgment  is  to  be  filed  with  the  affidavit 
Then  the  certificate  of  acknowledgment  must  \^  duly 
filedy  and  duly  verified  by  affidavit  to  be  then  filed  of 
Record   in  the  Court    of  Common  Pleas.      No  time 


1865. 
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The 

London 

Dock  Act 

Ejc  parte 
whatever  is  specified  for  this  purpose  in  any  part  of    Tate&nbr. 

the  act,  and  the  whole  of  the  argument  rests  on  the 
41st  section,  with  respect  to  the  inrolment  of  assur- 
ances, which,  I  think,  is  limited  to  the  extent  pointed 
out  in  the  observations  I  have  already  made.  It  is  clear 
that  the  deed  only  affects  a  married  woman  from  the 
time  of  the  acknowledgment  of  the  deed ;  the  deed  of 
course  does  not  affect  her  until  after  her  acknowledge 
ment,  but  the  same  observation^  to  some  extent,  may 
be  made  with  respect  to  other  instruments,  thus  a  lease 
is  only  a  perfect  lease  after  entry.  The  deed  is  a  good 
deed,  no  doubt,  but  the  disposition  is  not  perfect  until 
something  else  is  done. 


I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Court  is  not  authorized  to 
import  into  this  act  that  which  is  not  expressed,  namely, 
that  of  two  requisites  to  the  validity  of  the  disentailing 
deed,  one  of  which  is  the  inrolment,  the  other  the 
acknowledgment  by  the  married  woman,  the  acknow- 
ledgment must  precede  the  inrolment  in  point  of  time. 
It  is  not  so  specified  in  the  act,  and  it  would  be  to 
import  into  the  act  that  which  the  words  do  not  require. 


I  am  more  confirmed  in  this  view  of  the  case  because 
the  act  is  peculiarly  specific  and  distinct  in  pointing  out 
any  question  of  time,  wherever  it  occurs,  directing  what 
should  be  done  with  respect  to  priority  of  time,  when  it  is 
considered  an  importantand  necessary  elementfor  making 
the  dispositions  of  property  effectual.  As  an  instance  of 
which,  I  refer  to  the  42nd  section ;  there  may  be  other 
instances  in  this  Act  of  Parliament,  but  this  is  very  dis- 
tinct 


502 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1856. 

in  re 

The 

London 

Dock  Act 

Ex  parte 
Tavern  BE. 


tinct  in  this  respect.  The  clause  relates  to  the  mode  in 
which  the  consent  of  a  protector  is  to  be  given  to  the  settle- 
menty  and  it  is  enacted,  **  that  the  consent  of  a  protector 
of  a  settlement  to  a  disposition  under  this  act  of  a  tenant 
in  tail  shall  be  given  either  by  the  same  assurance  by 
which  the  disposition  shall  be  effected,  or  by  a  deed 
distinct  from  the  assurance,  and  to  be  executed  either 
on  or  at  any  time  before  the  day  on  which  the  assurance 
shall  be  made,  otherwise  the  consent  shall  be  void." 
Therefore,  in  this  case,  where  the  consent  of  the  protector 
was  to  be  given,  the  legislature  were  of  opinion  that  the 
consent  of  the  protector  should  not  be  given  subsequently 
to  the  execution  of  the  deed,  and,  accordingly,  here  it 
expressly  points  out  that  it  must  be  done,  either  simul- 
taneously or  by  a  separate  and  distinct  deed,  to  be  either 
executed  at  the  same  time,  or  previously  to  the  deed 
which  effects  the  disposition  of  the  property.  I  think 
that,  if  the  legislature  had  intended  a  similar  provision 
with  respect  to  the  acknowledgment  of  married  women, 
it  would  have  specified  it  in  this  Act  of  Parliament.  It 
does  not  so  specify  it,  and  the  clause  to  which  I  have 
referred  appears  to  roe  to  point  out  the  possibility  of  its 
being  made  subsequently  to  that  period,  but  having  this 
check  and  guard  upon  it,  that  it  determines  it  shall  not  be 
effectual,  as  far  as  a  married  woman  is  concerned,  until 
after  the  deed  has  been  acknowledged,  and  the  certificate 
of  that  acknowledgment  has  been  duly  filed  in  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas. 


I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  upon  this  act,  the  Peti- 
tioner is  entitled  to  the  prayer  of  the  petition. 


NoTB.— -Affirmed  by  the  Lords  Justices,  November  9,  1855. 
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March  22. 

WARE  V.  CUMBERLEGE.  ti^^r]^' 

July  17. 
rpHE  testatrix^  Mrs.  Hodges,  by  her  will  dated  in  Shares  of 
^      1849,  bequeathed  the  residue  of  her  property,  in  r'rtidcomSny. 

equal  shares^  to  twelve  charitable  institutions^  which  she  where  the  sub- 

-n't  stance  of  the 

specitied.  undertaking  is 

a  dealing  with 
land,  are 
The  testatrix  had  no  real  estate,  and  the  Chief  Clerk  within  the 

found,  that  the  value  of  her  leaseholds  and  every  other  ^rtmatn  un- 

personal  estate,  which  partook  of  the  nature  of  real  less  specially 

estate,  was  5,093Z.  0*.  3d. ;  and  the  amount  of  the  pure  **Bequest  of 

personal  estate  was  39,707/.  14*.  llcf.     In  this  latter  shares  in  the 

sum  he  included  the  value  of  shares  in  The  St.  Kathe-  tion  Water- 

vine's  Dock  Company,  The  Grand  Junction  Waterworks  ^°'^"  ^°"" 
^      •'  pany  to  a 

Company,  The   Vauxhall  Waterworks  Company,  The  charity,  held 
West  Middlesex  Waterworks  Company,  The  Universal  '"ftuiJasto 
Insurance  Company,  The  General  Cemetery  Company  the  appearance 
and  the  Southwark  Bridge  Company.     The  next  of  kin  ney-General  in 
of  the  testatrix  insisted  that  these  shares  partook  of  charity  cases, 
the  nature  of  real  estate;  that   the  gift  of  them  to 
charity  was  void,  under  the  Mortmain  Act,  9  Geo.  2, 
c.  36,  and   that  the  Chief  Clerk  ought  to  have  so 
found. 


The  Plaintiffs,  who  were  some  of  the  next  of  kin  of 
the  testatrix,  applied  to  have  the  Chief  Clerk's  Certifi- 
cate reversed  or  varied ;  and  on  the  case  coming  on  to 
be  beard,  it  was  agreed,  as  an  appeal  to  the  House  of 
Lords  was  intended,  to  limit  the  argument  to  the  shares 
of  the  Orand  Junction  Waterworks  Company,  in  whose 
Aet  (61  Geo.  3,  c.  clxix)  there  was  no  provision  that 

the 
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1865.        the  shares  shoald  be  considered  personal  and  not  real 

^'^^>^^      estate. 
Ware 

V. 

CuMBERLEOB.  Mr.  R.  Palmcr  and  Mr.  G.  L.  Russell,  for  the 
PlaintifTs,  some  of  the  next  of  kin,  argued,  that  shares 
in  a  company,  the  profits  of  which  were  wholly  derived 
from  land,  were  clearly  ''an  interest*'  in  lands,  and 
consequently  within  the  very  terms  of  the  third  section 
of  the  Mortmain  Act.  That  the  distinction  that  a  share- 
holder could  not  take  possession  of  the  land  and  require 
his  share  therein  was  unsound,  for  if  that  were  to  prevail, 
similar  arrangements  might  be  entered  into  as  between 
partners  or  private  individuals  which  would  prevent  any 
person  taking  possession  or  acquiring  any  share  in  the 
land  itself.  That  if  the  aggregate  of  the  shares  was  an 
interest  in  real  estate,  so  were  the  components,  and  there- 
fore within  the  Act,  and  if  so,  could  not  be  taken  out  of 
its  operation  by  the  creation  of  a  corporation  or  by  being 
transmissible  as  personal  estate  to  executors.  Nothing 
less  than  a  statutory  enactment,  that  the  shares,  to  all 
intents  and  purposes, should  be  personal  estate,  could  de- 
stroy their  character  as  "  interests"  in  land.  They  argued, 
that  the  old  authorities  were  express,  and  that  no 
modern  authority  had  gone  the  length  of  holding,  that 
shares  in  an  undertaking,  the  essence  of  which  was  the 
tenure  of  land,  were  not  an  interest  in  land.  They  cited 
Sparling  v.  Parker  (a) ;  Myers  v.  Perigal  (6) ;  Tom- 
linson  v.  Tomlinson{c);  Ashton  v.  Lord  Langdale{d); 
Walker  v.  Milne  (e) ;  Negus  v.  Coulter  ( / ) ;  Knapp 
V.  Williams (g);  Blighy.  Brent  {h);  Attorney-General 
V,  Jones  {i);  Howser.  Chapman  {k). 

Mr. 

(a)  9  Beat).  450.  ^  (/)  Amb.  367. 

(6)  16  Sim.  533;    2  De  G.         (g)  4  Kef .  430. 
Mac,  if  G.  599.  (A)  2  F.  if  C.  {Exch.)  268. 

(c)  9  JBeov.  459.  (i)  1  Mac.  if  Gor.  574. 

(d)  4  DeG.^Sm.  402.  {k)  4  Ves.  542. 

(e)  11  Beav.  d07. 
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Mr.  Toller  and  Mr.  Kenyan ,  for  the  executors,  re-       1855. 
ferred  to  Baxter  v.  Brown  (a).  v-»^v-^/ 

Ware 

V. 

Mr.  Eddis,  for  five  of  the  charities.  In  modern  casea  Cumberlegb. 
a  distinction  is  taken,  that  the  particular  interests  of 
shareholders  in  the  lands  of  a  company  do  not  give 
the  shareholders  a  direct  interest  in  the  land,  but  tliat  is 
not  the  question.  The  Mortmain  Act  makes  use  of  no 
such  expression,  but  says,  **  any  estate  or  interest 
therein."     He  cited  Thornton  v.  Kemp8on{b). 

Mr.  Baggallayy  for  another  charity,  cited  In  re 
Langhams  Trust  (c). 

Mr.  SAapter,  Mr.  Greene  and  Mr.  Cairns,  for  other 
charities,  referred  to  Curling  v.  Flight  (d). 

Mr.  WickenSf  for  the  Attorney-General,  supported 
the  gift.  He  argued,  that  the  point  bad  been  expressly 
decided  by  the  recent  authorities  already  referred  to, 
where  the  distinction  was,  whether  there  was  a  corpora- 
tion or  not.  He  cited  Edwards  v.  Hall,  in  which 
he  said  that  Vice-Chancellor  Wood,  on  the  30th  April, 
1863,  had  held,  that  shares  of  the  Grand  Junction 
Waterworks  Company  were  not  within  the  Mortmain 
Act. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  shall  consider  the  case  a  little  more  before  I  finally 
decide  it.  If  it  were  not  for  the  case  of  Edwards  v. 
Ball,  upon  which,  although  I  have  not  the  grounds  of 

the 

(a)  7  Manning  ^  Gr.  198.  (c)  10  Hare,  446. 

(6)  Xcy,  592.  (d)  2  PhilL  613. 
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1865.       the  decision,^!  place  great  weight,  I  should  have  no 
^"^■^^^^"^      hesitation  as  to  the  decision  which  I  should  come  to 

Wark 

^^  upon  this  case.    The  distinction,  if  it  can  be  supported, 

CuMBERLEOB.  must  bc  betwccn  a  company  incorporated  by  Act  of 
Parliament,  and  a  mere  association  of  individuals;  the 
former  of  which  it  is  said  so  alters  the  property  taken 
by  a  corporation  as  to  make  it  not  obnoxious  to  the 
Mortmain  Act,  although,  in  any  other  case,  it  remains 
obnoxious  to  the  Mortmain  Act.  This  is  a  distinction 
of  BO  fine  and  delicate  a  description,  that  it  is  very 
likely  to  lead  to  serious  difficulty  and  great  litigation. 
I  think  one  of  the  worst  evils  that  can  exist  in  expound- 
ing the  law,  is  the  creating  and  supporting  distinctions 
of  so  shadowy  a  character,  and  that  the  best  exposition 
of  the  law  will  be  found  to  be  by  laying  down  broad 
principles,  and  disregarding  narrow  and  minute  distinc- 
tions. I  doubt,  also,  whether  the  distinction  can  be 
supported  in  reason.  It  certainly  is  inconsistent  with 
many  of  the  cases  to  be  found  in  the  books.  It  does 
not  appear  to  be  in  accordance  with  the  view  taken  by 
Lord  St.  Leonards  in  the  case  of  Myers  v.  PerigaHa\ 
nor  with  the  view  taken  by  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce^ 
in  the  case  of  Ashton  v.  Lord  Langdale{b)\  the  dis- 
tinction seems  to  be  of  the  most  singular  description, 
because  it  is,  that  the  members  of  a  corporation  do  not 
hold  the  land  in  their  individual  character,  but  hold  it 
amongst  them  in  their  corporate  character;  and,  there- 
fore, what  they  really  possess  for  one  and  the  same  pur- 
pose, is  altered  by  a  name  given  them  by  the  legislature, 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  conveniently  suing  and  being 
sued.  The  view  which  I  have  always  taken  of  this 
subject  is,  that  where  the  substance  of  the  undertaking 
is  a  dealing  with  land,  and  that  land  is  of  the  essence  of 
the  thing,  which  creates  the  junction  of  these  parties 

together, 

(a)  2    Dt   G,  Mac.   4-   Gor,  (b)  4  DeG.I^  Sm.  402, 

599. 
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together,  whether  incorporated  or  not,  the  case   falls        1855. 

within  the  provisions  of  the  Statute  of  Mortmain.     In       ^-^-^^ 

.        .  /.       1       1  .  Ware 

some  instances,  as  in  the  case  of  a  bankmg  company,  ,,. 

which  has  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  land,  except  Cumberleoe. 

that  they  must  have  an  office  for  carrying  on  their'busi- 

ness,  which  is  solely  confined  to  dealing  with  money,  a 

distinction   is   to  be  taken   between   them   and   those 

companies  which  deal  entirely  in  land.     I  express  no 

opinion  upon  the  case  of  Myers  v.  Perigal,  nor  would 

it  be  fitting  in  me  to  do  so.     It  does  not  appear  to  me 

to  govern  this  case  of  the  Grand  Junction  Waterworks. 

Lord  St.  Leonards  seems  to  have  thought  that  the  case 

of  Walker  r,  Milne  (a),  which  would  govern  it,  had  gone 

a  good  deal  beyond  that  case,  and  Lord  Justice  Knight 

Bruce  does  not  think  he  was  bound  by  that  decision. 

In  the  present  state  of  the  laws,  I  am  disposed,  in 
the  great  confusion  of  the  authorities  and  of  the  cases, 
to  decide  it  according  to  the  view  I  take  of  these  cases. 
With  respect  to  these  Orand  Junction  Waterworks,  the 
Waterworks  are  so  large  and  the  shares  so  numerous, 
that  it  is  probable  that  this  case  has  occurred  on  many 
occasions,  and  I  believe  that  the  point  has  been  aban- 
doned by  Counsel,  but,  although  I  have  endeavoured 
to  refer  to  some  instance,  I  have  not  been  able  to  do  so. 
It  only  shews,  as  has  been  observed  by  all  the  Counsel, 
the  extreme  obscurity  of  the  law  upon  the  present  point 
by  reason  of  the  decision,  and  affords  another  instance 
of  the  danger  of  attempting  to  do  that  which  Lord 
JEldon  was  always  desirous  to  avoid,  viz.,  disturbing 
a  long  current  of  authorities :  he  expresses  himself 
thus : — ''  if  it  had  been  res  integra,  I  myself  should 
have  decided  the  other  way,  but  it  is  infinitely  better, 
for  the  sake  of  society,  that  a  long  series  of  decisions 

should 
(a)  11  fieao.507. 


508  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1855.  should  be  confirmed^  in  order  that  persons  may  know 
what  the  law  is  and  conform  to  it,  than  to  disturb  them 
by  trying  to  get  at  something  which,  in  the  present 
state  and  view  of  the  Courts,  would  have  been  the 
better  decision  in  the  first  instance."  I  myself  have 
undoubtedly  seen  many  cases  of  very  gross  injustice, 
where  testators  have  deprived  their  families  of  their 
property  and  have  left  them,  without  any  reason,  in 
abject  poverty,  by  giving  their  property  away  to  charity. 
Perhaps  my  opinion  has  been  somewhat  biassed  by 
these  cases,  and  I  am  not  at  all  disposed  to  think,  that 
it  would  be  advantageous  to  the  public  to  relax  the 
rules  respecting  the  Statute  of  Mortmain-  Accord- 
ing to  the  views  I  have  formed,  the  sliares  in  a  canal 
company  or  shares  in  a  waterworks  company,  where 
there  is  no  clause  in  the  Act  of  Parliament,  providing 
that  the  shares  should  be  personal  estate,  which  appears 
to  me  to  vary  the  case  entirely,  are  obnoxious  to  the 
provisions  of  the  statute,  and  ought  to  be  so  treated  as 
such,  and  held  to  go  to  the  next  of  kin  or  to  the  re- 
siduary legatees,  and  not  to  charity.  I  will,  however,  in 
consequence  of  what  has  been  stated,  with  respect  to 
the  case  of  Edwards  v.  Hall,  and  from  the  respect  I  have 
for  the  opinion  of  Vice-Chancellor  Wood,  look  into  the 
authorities  before  I  finally  dispose  of  this  case ;  but  I 
have  thought  it  proper  to  state  the  view  which  I  at 
present  take  of  the  case. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Mtqf  7.  I  have  looked  at  all  the  authorities  on  the  subject, 

and  I  see  no  reason  to  add  to  or  retract  anything  fiH>m 
what  I  said  on  the  former  occasion.  I  am  of  opinion, 
that,  upon  the  decisions  as  they  are  stated,  these  shares 

are 
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are  obnoxious  to  the  provisions  of  the  Mortmain  Act,        1866. 
and  that  accordingly  they  do  not  pass  under  the  devise.       ^-^--"^ 
It  is  certainly  not  easy  to  reconcile  all  the  decisions  on  ^** 

the  subject,  and  I  am  very  glad  that  this  case  is  about  CuMBBiLEaB, 
to  be  canied  further,  in  order  that  some  final  decision 
may  be  come  to  on  the  subject.  I  have  looked  care- 
fully through  these  cases,  and  although  there  certaiuly 
has  been  a  change  to  some,  though  not  very  material, 
extent  of  late  years,  I  still  think,  that  upon  the  decided 
cases  which  appear  in  the  books,  the  opinions  which  I 
stated  on  the  last  occasion  are  supported.  I  must 
repeat  the  view  which  I  then  stated,  that,  according  to 
my  experience,  it  is  for  the  general  good  of  society  that 
the  provisions  of  this  act  should  not  be  cut  down  so  as  to 
enable  persons  to  dispose  of  property  to  charities  after 
their  death,  to  the  disherison  of  their  near  relations, 
though  undoubtedly  the  promotion  of  charity,  during 
their  lifetime,  is  a  very  desirable  object,  and  one  which 
ought  to  be  encouraged  (a). 

As  to  the  costs  and  the  testamentary  expenses,  they 
are  to  come  out  of  the  shares  rateably,  and  then  an 
apportionment  will  be  made  of  the  costs  between  the 
general  personal  estate  and  that  part  which  passed  to 
the  next  of  kin. 


The  Attorney-General  had  been  made  a  Defendant  Juljf  17. 
in  the  first  instance,  it  being  doubtful  what  charities 
were  intended  by  the  testator ;  but  after  the  Chief  Clerk 
had  certified  what  the  charities  were,  and  the  case  had 
come  on  upon  motion  to  vary  his  certificate,  it  was 
allowed  to  stand  over  to  serve  them.  The  charities 
accordingly  appeared,  and  the  question  now  was,  whether 

the 

{a)  See  Edwardi  v.  Hall,  Lord  Chaocellor,  Dectmher  3,  1845. 
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1866.        the  Attorney-General  was  to  be  kept  before  the  Court, 
and  how  his  costs  were  to  be  provided  for. 

Mr.  Wickens  for  the  Attorney-General.  It  is  entirely 
a  matter  of  indifference  to  the  Attorney-General  except 
as  a  matter  of  principle.  No  doubt  all  the  charities  in 
this  case  are  represented.  I  have  never  been  able  to 
discover  that  there  is  any  rule  as  to  the  Attorney- 
General  in  such  a  case ;  the  Court  sometimes,  even 
when  the  charities  are  individually  represented,  desires 
that  the  Attorney-General  should  be  present;  but,  no 
doubt,  it  sometimes  acts  in  the  presence  of  the  indi- 
vidual charities  without  requiring  the  Attorney-General 
to  be  here.  In  a  case  before  Vice-Chancellor  Wood, 
of  Dunn  v.  Bowness,  on  the  2nd  of  July,  1866,  the 
question  was  discussed,  and  his  Honor  there  thought, 
(but  no  doubt  under  the  special  circumstances  of  the 
case  with  regard  to  what  remained  to  be  done  in  the 
suit,  which  was  simply  the  apportionment  of  the  pro- 
perty between  pure  and  impure  personalty)  that  it 
would  be  better  that  the  Attorney-General  should  alone 
represent  the  charity,  and  thereupon,  in  that  case,  he 
kept  the  Attorney-General  before  the  Court,  The  ques- 
tions which  arise  in  the  case  regulate  the  discretion  of 
the  Court  in  considering  the  matter,  but  there  has  been 
an  anxiety  for  some  time  to  have  a  general  rule  on  the 
subject,  and  if  the  Court  could  lay  down  one  which 
would  guide  the  profession,  it  would  be  very  acceptable. 
The  question  is  very  often  asked,  and  is  one  of  con- 
siderable difficulty  to  the  Attorney-General.  It  is 
entirely  indifi'erent  to  him  how  it  is  settled. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  is  difficult  to  lay  down  any  general  rule,  which 
shall  be  adapted  to  every  case ;  there  must  be  a  great 

deal 
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deal  of  discretiou  in  these  matters.  The  general  prin-  1856. 
ciple  which  regulates  them  I  take  to  be  something  of  ^•^'^^/^^ 
this  description  : — the  Attorney-General  represents  all  ^^ 

absent  charities^  and  it  is  sufficient  to  have  him  here  to  Cumbbrleos, 
represent  all  absent  charities.  But  absent  charities  may 
obviously  be  of  two  different  characters :  they  may 
either  be  under  gifts  to  specified  individual  charities, 
or  to  charity  generally.  In  case  the  gift  is  for  charity 
generally,  no  one  can  represent  it  but  the  Attorney- 
General,  and  he  must  be  here  to  represent  such  general 
charities.  When  there  are  specified  individual  chari- 
ties, then  the  Attorney-General's  presence  is  not  uni- 
versally necessary ;  but  it  is  required  by  the  Court  upon 
various  occasions,  as,  for  instance,  where  any  rules  are 
required  for  the  regulation  of  the  infernal  conduct  of 
the  charity  itself,  such  as  the  establishment  of  a  scheme 
and  the  like ;  there  the  Attorney-General  is  necessary  for 
the  purpose  of  aiding  and  assisting  the  Court  in  direct- 
ing and  sanctioning  the  general  system  and  principle 
that  ought  to  govern  charities  of  those  descriptions. 
But  there  are  other  cases  where  there  is  no  question  as 
to  the  conduct  or  management  of  the  charities,  but  only 
whether  the  charity  is  entitled  to  a  particular  legacy  or 
not.  In  those  cases,  the  Attorney-General  is  rather  in 
the  nature  of  a  trustee  for  those  charities,  and  the  Court 
prefers  having  before  it  the  charities  beneficially  inte- 
rested, for  the  purpose  of  putting  their  interests  before 
the  Court  in  the  light  which  tliey  consider  most  favour- 
fible  to  them.  In  those  cases  I  think  it  preferable 
that  the  charity  itself  should  appear,  rather  than  that 
the  Attorney-General  should  represent  it.  This  ap- 
pears to  me  to  be  one  of  that  latter  class  of  cases,  and 
therefore  it  would  be  better  that  the  charity  should 
appear.  Having  slated  that  as  my  general  view  of 
the  case,  it  is  very  obvious,  as  Counsel  will  see,  that 
TOL.  XX.  L  L  there 
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there  may  be  mixed  cases  in  which  it  is  impossible  to 
lay  down  a  rule  beforehand,  and  in  which  the  Court 
must  act  on  the  matter  before  it  in  such  manner  as, 
CuMBB&LEOE.  accordiug  to  the  best  exercise  of  its  discretion  and 
judgment,  it  may  think  best  calculated  to  promote 
justice. 


Wars 


1854 
>r   \V\.  RUMP  i;.  GREENHILL. 

Nov.  15y  16, 

21. 

Practice  of  the  mHE  testator,  fViUiam  Smith,  devised  a  cottoge  to 
Court  in  I         „      .        '  ,    ,.  ,  ^    . 

granting  or  Harriott   Wiggett,  and  his   real  estate  to  the 

wmS^*ii*  P'»'°^'ff«  {Rump  and  PilgHm,  whom  he  appointed  his 

miniatration  executors),   upon   trust  to   pay   Harriott  Wiggett  an 

auramon'inn  ^'^oqity  of  16/.  for  life,  and  subject  thereto,  upon  trust 

caaestnvolTing  for  his  son  Robert  B.  Smith  for  life,  remainder  upon 

questiona.  ^i^^t  for  Sarah  Ann,  his  son's  wife,  for  life,  remainder 

^  h^****tAt«  "P^"  *^^®*  ^^^  ^^^^^  children ;  and  he  gave  his  residuary 

to  the  Plain-  personal  estate  upon  certain  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  his 

cuton%*t^^^  ^^  *^^  daughter  and  their  issue. 

for  his  ion  for 

life,  remainder 

to  his  daughter      By  a  third  codicil,  dated  the  26th  March,  1847,  the 

reiJlTndCT  to*'   testator  gave  Harriott  Wiggett  some  household  fur- 
their  children.  niture, 

The  aon  ef- 
fected a  compromise  with  an  annuitant  under  the  will,  hy  means  of  part  of  the  tes- 
tator's assets  advanced  hy  the  Plaintiffs.  He  died  leaving  his  widow  his  executrix 
and  universal  legatee.  A  decree  was  made  to  administer  the  first  testator's  estate, 
wherein  the  executors  were  disallowed  both  the  money  advanced  for  the  compromise 
and  the  annuity  which  was  the  subiect  of  it.  Tbey  filed  a  second  hill  agamst  the 
widow  and  children  to  have  the  rights  of  the  parties  under  the  compromise  settled, 
and  to  determine  other  questions  arising  between  them  and  the  son.  A  demurrer 
for  multifariousness  and  want  of  equity  was  overruled. 

When  there  is  a  demurrer  for  multifariousness  on  the  record,  the  Defendant  may 
demur  ore  Umu  for  want  of  equity. 
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'niture,  and  increased  her  annuity  to  601.  per  annum        1854. 
for  life. 


The  testator  died  on  the  28th  of  March,  1847.  Eobert 
B.  Smith  contested  the  validity  of  the  third  codicil,  but 
a  compromise  was  entered  into  with  Harriott  Wiggett, 
who  agreed  to  give  up  her  claims  for  the  sum  of  500/. 
This  sum  the  Plaintiflfs,  the  executors,  at  the  request  of 
Robert  JB.  Smithy  advanced  out  of  the  testator's  estate, 
and  paid  it  to  Harriott  Wiggett,  who,  in  consideration 
of  the  sum  of  500/-,  therein  expressed  to  be  paid  to  her 
by  Robert  B.  Smith,  assigned  the  annuities  and  fur- 
niture to  Robert  B,  Smith,  The  deed  of  assignment 
was,  with  the  acquiescence  of  Robert  B,  Smith,  retained 
by  the  executors,  by  way  of  deposit  as  a  security  for 
their  advances,  and  Robert  B,  Smith  also  gave  them  his 
promissory  note  for  500/.  and  interest. 

The  will  and  codicils  of  the  testator  were  then  proved 
by  the  Plaintiffs  in  October,  1847. 

Robert  B.  Smith  died  in  October,  1852,  having 
appointed  his  wife  his  executrix  and  sole  legatee.  She 
proved  the  will,  and  afterwards  married  GreenhilL 

In  1853,  a  suit  of  Smith  v.  Rump,  for  the  administra- 
tion of  William  Smith*s  estate,  was  commenced  by 
summons  by  the  children  of  Robert  B.  Smith  originally 
against  the  executors,  and  notice  of  the  proceedings 
therein  was  afterwards  served  upon  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
GreenhilL  The  ordinary  administration  decree  was 
made,  and  the  usual  accounts  were  directed  to  be  taken. 
On  the  19th  of  July,  1854,  the  Chief  Clerk  made  his 
certificate,  disallowing  the  Plaintiffs  the  sum  of  500/. 
advanced  by  them  in  respect  of  the  compromise  with 
Harriott  Wiggett,  and  also  certain  other  sums  con- 

L  L  2  nected 
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1854.  oected  tberewith,  and  refusing  thero  credit  in  respect  of 
the  annuity  bequeathed  to  Harriott  Wiggett  by  the 
third  codicil. 

On  the  2l6t  of  October,  1854,  the  Plaintifis,  the 
executors  of  the  first  testator,  filed  this  bill,  alleging 
that  doubts  existed  whether  the  purchase  from  HarrioU 
Wiggett  was  effected  for  the  benefit  of  the  parties  in- 
terested in  the  residuary  estate  of  William  Smith,  or  for 
the  individual  benefit  o(  Robert  JB.  Smith, 

The  bill  then  stated,  that  the  Plaintiffs,  the  ex- 
ecutors, had,  from  time  to  time,  made  advances  to 
Robert  B.  Smith  on  loan,  out  of  ihe  testator's  estate, 
and  that  he  had  given  them  a  mortgage  of  certain  real 
estate  and  a  policy  of  assurance  for  500Z.,  by  way  of 
security  for  such  advances.  The  bill  further  stated,  that 
Robert  B.  Smith  became  indebted  to  the  Plaintiffs,  as 
the  executors  of  William  Smith,  for  certain  household 
furniture  sold  to  him,  and  for  the  costs  of  effecting  the 
compromise  with  Harriott  Wiggett,  &c.,  upon  the  sup- 
position of  the  same  not  being  chargeable  against  the 
estate  of  the  testator.  That  since  the  decease  of  Robert 
B.  Smith,  in  October,  1852,  his  estate  (upon  the  like 
supposition)  had  become  further  chargeable  to  the  Plain- 
tiffs in  three  several  sums  of  legacy  duty  paid  by  the 
Plaintiffs  on  the  bequest  of  the  furniture  to  Harriott 
Wiggett,  on  the  income  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of 
the  real  estate  payable  to  Robert  B.  Smith  for  life,  and 
on  the  specific  bequest  to  Robert  B.  Smith.  That 
treating  Robert  B.  Smith  as  purchaser  of  the  furniture 
bequeathed  to  Harriott  Wiggett  by  the  third  codicil, 
he  became  entitled  to  credit  in  account  for  the  amount 
thereof,  and,  treating  the  purchase  of  the  annuities  as 
effected  personally  on  behalf  of  Robert  B.  Smith,  he 
was  entitled  to  have  credit,  in    account,  in   respect 

thereof, 
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thereof,  subject  to  the  rights  of  the  Plaintiffs  to  the  1864. 
appropriation  of  the  same  in  account  with  him,  in 
respect  of  the  transactions  aforesaid.  That  no  payment 
was  ever  made  to  Robert  B.  Smith  in  respect  of  the  said 
annuities  or  the  income  of  the  testator's  estate,  and  the 
accounts  in  respect  of  the  testator's  estate  were  unad* 
justed  at  his  decease ;  that  on  his  death,  the  Plaintiffs 
obtained  payment  of  the  policy  of  insurance,  and  that 
the  mortgage  was  a  very  inadequate  security  for  the 
amount  still  remaining  due ;  that  Rohrrt  B.  Smith  ap- 
pointed his  wife  executrix  of  his  will,  and  that  she  and 
her  present  husband  had  possessed  themselves  of  his 
personal  estate  and  entered  into  receipt  of  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  real  estate.  That,  as  the  Plaintiffs  were 
advised,  a  question  existed,  how  far  the  said  compromise 
was  to  be  treated  as  a  purchase  on  behalf  of  Robert  B. 
Smith,  or  as  an  extinguishment  of  the  rights  of  Harriott 
Wiggett  to  the  annuities  and  furniture,  either  for  the 
benefit  of  tiie  parties  generally  interested  in  the  testator's 
residuary  estate,  or  his  own  children  in  particular,  and 
that  the  settlement  of  that  question,  which  was  not 
raised  in  the  suit  of  Smith  v.  Rump,  was  requisite  to 
the  due  administration  of  the  estate.  That  provision 
could  not  be  made  in  that  suit,  from  the  nature  and 
frame  of  it,  for  the  settlement  of  the  accounts  betweefn 
tlie  Plaintiffs  and  Robert  B.  Smith's  estate,  and  the 
adjustment  of  the  question  as  to  Harriott  Wiggett's 
compromise,  and  that  what  was  coming  to  the  estate  of 
Robert  B,  Smith,  upon  the  taking  of  the  account  in 
that  suit  upon  the  principle  upon  which  they  were  to 
be  taken,  would  be  insufficient  to  pay  the  Plaintiffs' 
demand  against  his  estate. 

The  bill  prayed,  that,  if  and  so  far  as  might  be  proper 
and  necessary,  this  suit  might  be  taken  as  supplemental 
to  the  suit  of  Smith  v.  Rump,  and  come  on  to  be  heard 

with 
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1864.  ^i^h  >^  on  further  consideration.  That  the  Plaintiffs 
might  be  allowed  in  account  against  the  estate  of 
William  Smith  and  the  parties  interested  therein,  the 
500/.  and  the  other  payments  connected  therewith,  or  if 
not,  that  they  might  have  the  benefit  thereof  in  account 
with  the  estate  of  Robert  B.  Smith,  and  that  the  an- 
nuities and  value  of  the  furniture  bequeathed  to  JSTor- 
rioti  Wigyett  might  be  considered  as  subsisting,  and  as 
chargeable,  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiffs,  with  what  might 
be  payable  to  them  on  account  of  their  payments  in 
respect  of  the  compromise,  &c.  That  if  the  Plaintiffs 
might  be  disallowed,  in  account  against  the  estate  of 
WiUiam  Smith,  the  payment  relating  to  the  compro- 
mise, and  if  it  either  should  not  be  necessary  to  resort  to 
the  annuities  of  furniture  in  payment  of  the  Plaintiffs, 
or  if  any  surplus  should  be  left  after  such  payment, 
then  that  it  might  be  ascertained  and  declared,  whether 
the  same  formed  part  of  the  estate  of  Robert  B.  Smith, 
or  whether  the  children  of  Robert  J3.  Smith  were 
entitled  to  have  the  purchase  treated  as  effected  for 
their  benefit,  and  their  share  of  the  estate  of  William 
Smith  exonerated  from  the  same.  That  an  account 
might  be  taken  of  what  was  due  to  the  Plaintiffs  from 
the  estate  of  Robert  B.  Smith,  and  that  they  might  be 
entitled  to  set  off  against  such  demand  what  might  be 
coming  to  Robert  B.  Smith's  estate  on  taking  the 
accounts  in  Smith  v.  Rump,  and  thkt  any  deficiency 
might  be  raised  and  paid  out  of  the  general  estate  of 
R.  B.  Smith,  and  that  so  far  as  necessary,  this  suit 
might  be  treated  as  a  creditors*  suit  against  his  estate, 
and  that  the  usual  account  might  be  taken ;  and  for  a 
receiver  and  injunction  against  Mr.  and  Mrs.  GreenhilL 

To  this  bill  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Oreenhill  and  the  children 
of  Robert  B.  Smith  put  in  separate  demurrers  on  the 
ground  of  multifariousness. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  O.  L.  Rnssellf  in  support  of  the  demurrer  of  Mr.  1854. 
and  Mrs.  Chreenhill.  The  bill  seeks  the  administration  of  ^-^^^^ 
the  estate  of  both  William  Smith  and  Bobert  B.  Smith,  ^""^^ 
and  prays  for  alternative  relief  out  of  the  one  or  out  of  Grebmhill. 
the  other ;  but  the  children  of  Robert  B.  Smith  ought 
not  to  be  involved  in  questions  of  account  with  his 
estate,  which  all  belongs  to  his  widow,  and  in  which 
they  have  no  concern ;  they  have  arisen  solely  out  of 
the  transactions  in  reference  to  the  compromise.  This 
compromise,  being  a  breach  of  trust,  the  Plaintiffs  can 
have  no  claim  against  the  estate  of  William  Smith  for 
the  appropriation  of  any  part  of  it  in  payment  of  the 
sums  applied  by  th^kn  towards  effecting  it,  as  to  which 
transaction  they  have,  throughout  the  bill,  mixed  up 
their  claims  as  executors  of  William  Smith  with  those  in 
their  individual  character.  The  bill  is,  therefore,  clearly 
multifarious ;  Ward  v.  Duke  of  Northumberland  (a) ; 
Marcos  v.  Pebrer  (6),  doubting  the  principle  of  7\imer 
V.  Robinson  (c) ;  Turner  v.  Doubleday  (d).  The  bill  is 
also  demurrable,  because  it  only  prays  relief  against  the 
estate  of  Robert  B.  Smith,  contingent  upon  the  Plain- 
tiffs' being  disallowed  their  claims  in  account  with  the 
estate  of  William  Smith ;  Seddon  v.  Connell  (e).  The 
bill  is  also  demurrable  for  want  of  equity ;  for  though  a 
demurrer  for  want  of  equity  has  not  been  filed,  the 
Defendant  may  demur  ore  tenvs  on  that  ground,  as  it 
applies  to  the  whole  1)]11,  in  the  same  way  as  the  de- 
murrer on  record.  This  was  established  in  Crouch  v. 
Hickin  (/),  in  which  case,  there  was  a  plea  to  part  of 
the  bill  and  a  demurrer  to  the  rest,  and,  the  latter  being 
overruled,  a  demurrer  ore  tenus  for  want  of  equity  was 
allowed.    A-  Defendant  may  demur  ore  tenus  for  want 

of 

(a)  2  Awdr.  469.  [d)  6  Madd,  94. 

(6)  3  ^m.  466.  («)  10  Sim.  79. 

(c)  1  Sim.  i  Stu.  313.  (/)  1  Keen,  385. 
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of  equity;  Durdant  v.  Itedman(a);  Beames't  Orderg{b); 
1  Dan.  Pr.  (c) ;  2  Jd.  (rf) ;  Mitfard,  PL  (e).  The  Plain- 
tiffs have  clearly  no  equity  to  support  their  bill,  for, 
in  the  suit  of  Smith  v.  Rump,  they  might  have  obtained 
all  the  relief  they  are  entitled  to.  The  bill  is  therefore 
demurrable  for  want  of  equity. 

Mr.  G.  Lovellf  in  support  of  the  demurrer  by  the 
infant  children  of  R.  B.  Smith,  relied  on  Marcos  r, 
Pthrer  (/) ;  Trench  v.  Harrison  (g). 

Mr.  Rovpell  and  Mr.  Goodeve,  in  support  of  the  bill. 
The  Plaintiffs  could  not  have  obtained  full  relief  in  the 
other  suit.  That  is  shewn  from  the  course  which  has 
been  taken  in  it,  for  their  claims  have  been  rejected, 
and  a  separate,  or  additional  suit,  has  therefore  become 
necessary  to  establish  their  rights.  When  there  is 
on  the  record  simply  a  demurrer  for  multifariousness, 
there  cannot  be  a  demurrer  ore  tenus,  for  want  of 
equity;  for  that  is  wholly  inconsistent  with  the  record, 
which  admits  two  valid  grounds  of  equity,  but  asserts 
that  they  ought  not  to  be  united  in  one  suit.  If  yon 
demur  for  the  minor,  you  cannot  then  demur  ore  tenus 
for  the  major  ground  of  demurrer,  which  you  have 
passed  over  on  your  pleading ;  Pitts  v.  Short  (A).  The 
demurrer  for  multifariousness  cannot  be  supported,  for, 
in  certain  circumstances,  different  estates  may  be  united 
in  the  same  suit,  when  they  are  so  mixed  together  as 
to  make  it  convenient  or  necessary;  Campbell  v. 
Mackay  (i) ;  Attorney^ General  v..  Cradoek  (A).  Lastly, 
it  is  plain  that  the  question  of  the  Compromise  could 

not 

(a)  1  Vern,  78.  (g)  17  Sim.  lU. 

(b)  Page  174,  n.  39.  (A)  17  Vet.  213. 

(c)  Page  446.  (i)  7  Sim.  564;  1  M^fl  *  Cr. 
(</)  Page  92.  608. 

(e)  Page  217  (4tb  edit.)  (k)  3  My/,  i  Cr,  85. 

(J)  3  Sim. 466. 
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Bot  have  been  disposed  of  under  the  decree  in  tbe  suit       1864. 
of  Smith  ▼.  Smnp,  which  did  not  reach  such  a  case, 

Mr.  G.  Z.  Russell,  in  reply.  If  a  demurrer  be  to  tbe 
whole  bill,  you  may  ere  tenus  shew  any  cause  of  de* 
murrer  which  applies  to  the  whole  bill ;  but  if  the 
demurrer  be  to  part  only,  then  the  demurrer  ore  tenus 
must  be  confined  to  that  part ;  Cartwrightr.  Green  {a). 
Here  the  demurrer  is  to  the  whole  bill,  and  therefore  it 
may  be  demurred  to  for  want  of  equity ;  Broderip  ▼. 
P/nlHpB(h);  mtfard,  PL(c);  2  Dan.  Pracid). 


Mr.  R&upell  then  moved  to  stay  proceedings  in  Smith 
V.  Rump,  and  consolidate  it  with  the  present  cause  of 
Rump  ▼•  GfreenhilL  He  argued  that  justice  could  not 
be  done  to  the  parties,  unless  the  two  suits  came  on 
together. 

The  dates  of  the  proceedings  were  as  follows : — ^The 
administration  summons  issued  in  November,  1863;  the 
Chief  Clerk's  certificate  was  made  in  July,  1864 ;  the 
present  suit  was  instituted  in  October,  1864;  notice 
of  this  motion  given  on  the  6th  of  November,  and  the 
demurrers  were  filed  on  the  8th. 

Mr.  G.  X.  Russell,  and  Mr.  G.  Lovell,  contri. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  will  dispose  of  tbe  demurred  on  Monday.  My  pre« 
sent  impression  is,  that  the  objection  for  multifariousness 
cannot  be  sustained ;  and  that  there  are  sufficient  alle- 
gations in  the  bill  to  sustain  it  in  other  respects. 

But 

(o)  8  K«.  405.  (0  Pages  217,  246. 

(6)  1  Vtnu  78»  D.  (d)  Psge  542< 
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1854.  ^^^  whatever  I  do  about  the  demarrer,  I  am  of 

opinion  that  this  motion  ought  to  be  refused  with  costs. 
This  is  a  case  in  which  a  summons  was  issued  on  the 
23rd  of  November  in  last  year  (now  within  a  very  few 
days  of  one  year  since).  The  form  of  proceeding  on 
which  a  summons  for  the  administration  of  the  estate 
is  issued  is  this : — ^The  Plaintiff  calls  on  the  executors 
to  shew  cause  why  the  common  administration  decree 
should  not  be  made*  It  would  be  a  sufficient  cause  to 
state  that  there  are  complicated  questions,  involving  the 
rights  of  various  parties,  arising  from  the  dealings  and 
transactions  which  the  executors  had,  durmg  the  life- 
time of  the  tenant  for  life  of  the  property,  and  affecting 
also  the  purchase  of  an  annuity  from  an  annuitant 
under  the  will,  in  order  to  get  rid  of  it,  and  to  avoid 
the  question  on  the  will.  When  there  is  a  question 
which  cannot  be  properly  dealt  with  under  an  admi- 
nistration summons,  the  Court  does  not  grant  the 
common  administration  decree,  but  says,  **  if  you  will 
file  a  bill  to  bring  these  questions  before  the  Court 
within  a  limited  period,  as  within  a  fortnight  or  three 
weeks,  no  administration  decree  will  be  granted  ;*'  but  if 
that  be  not  done,  the  Court  then  makes  the  usual  order 
for  administration,  and  considers  that  the  Defendants 
have  waived  the  question. 

These  parties  had  full  notice  of  the  whole  of  the 
questions  now  raised ;  they  did  not  bring  them  before 
the  Court  or  Chief  Clerk,  but  allowed  the  order  to  be 
made,  as  if  the  case  were  proper  for  the  usual  order  for 
administration.  The  certificate  of  the  Chief  Clerk  was 
made  in  July,  1864,  and  the  cause  must  have  been 
within  a  few  days  of  being  heard  before  the  long  vaca- 
tion, and  then,  on  the  21st  of  October,  1854,  a  bill  is 
filed  for  the  purpose  of  raising  all  these  questions  for 
the  first  time,  and  a  motion  is  now  made  to  stay,  in 

effect, 
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effecty  the  proceedings  in  the  other  caase,  until  this 
cause  can  be  heard ;  offering,  no  doubt,  to  have  these 
questions  disposed  of  in  any  manner  that  the  Court 
shall  think  fit,  but  without  a  word  of  explanation  why 
a  period  of  at  least  eleven  months  has  been  passed  with- 
out any  step  being  taken  for  that  purpose, 

I  am  quite  sure  the  Court  would  act  very  unwisely, 
and  only  encourage  useless  litigation,  and  unnecessary 
delay,  if  it  allowed  the  cause  to  be  postponed  upon  this 
application.  Under  these  circumstances  the  motion 
must  be  refused. 


Tfie  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls.  Nov.  21. 

This  is  a  case  of  a  demurrer  put  in  to  the  bill  for 
multifariousness  and  a  further  demurrer,  are  tenus  for 
want  of  equity.  On  the  fullest  consideration,  the 
opinion  which  I  formed  at  the  hearing  is  confirmed, 
and  I  think  that  neither  of  these  demurrers  can  be 
sustained. 

The  first  way  to  look  at  the  case  is  this : — Suppose 
there  had  been  no  suit  for  the  administration  of  the 
assets  of  William  Smith,  and  that  this  suit  had  omitted 
the  supplementary  statements,  and  prayed  simply  an 
account  of  the  estate  of  William  Smith.  In  that  case 
I  entertain  no  doubt  that  it  could  be  maintained  as 
a  suit  for  the  administration  of  the  estate  of  WUliam 
Smith.  It  is  true  the  bill  prays  various  things,  to  which 
it  appears  to  me,  as  at  present  advised,  the  Plaintiffs 
are  not  entitled ;  but  the  question  is,  whether  the  Plain* 
tiffs  are  entitled  to  any  relief  at  all. 

It 
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1854.  It  has  been  argued  that  the  children  of  Robert  B. 

Smith  are  not  to  be  invoWed  in  the  account  of  Robert 
B.  Smithes  estate,  in  which  they  have  no  concern,  and 
that  the  questions  have  arisen  solely  in  consequence  of 
the  dealing  which  took  place  between  the  executors  of 
William  Smith  and  Robert  B,  Smith,  with  reference  to 
the  claims  and  interests  of  Harriott  Wiggett  upon  the 
estate  of  William  Smith.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  if  this 
suit  had  been  instituted  against  the  representatives  of 
Robert  B.  Smith  to  settle  differences  arising  out  of 
or  relating  to  the  estate  of  William  Smith,  it  could  not 
be  maintained  without  making  the  other  parties  inte- 
rested in  the  estate  of  William  Smith  parties.  It  is 
essential,  in  such  a  suit,  to  ascertain  the  shares  of  the 
children  and  the  other  parties  interested  in  William 
SmitVs  estate,  arising  out  of  these  transactions.  It 
undoubtedly  may  become  necessary  to  go  into  various 
matters  in  which  the  children  have  no  interest,  but  that 
alone  does  not  make  a  bill  multifarious.  It  frequently 
happens  that  one  of  several  residuary  legatees  has 
mortgaged  his  share  before  the  suit  is  instituted,  the 
mortgagee  is,  in  consequence,  made  a  party,  and  ques- 
tions of  difficulty  may  and  do  constantly  arise  between 
the  mortgagor  and  his  mortgagee,,  in  which  the  other 
residuary  legatees  have  no  concern ;  still  the  mortgagee 
is  a  necessary  party  to  the  suit,  and  the  rights  of  the 
legatees  cannot  be  ascertained  without  making  him  a 
party.  The  way  in  which  the  Court  deals  with  such 
cases  is,  by  making  the  costs  fall  on  the  mortgaged 
share,  and  the  Court  takes  care  that  one  residuary 
legatee  does  not  pay  the  costs  of  ascertaining  the  rights 
between  another  and  his  mortgagee  with  which  be  has  no 
concern.  The  same  thing  may  arise  in  the  present  case. 
With  regard  to  the  purchase  of  the  annuity  and  the  cpm* 
promise  of  the  rights  of  Harriott  Wiggett,  it  is  possible 
that  the  children  of  Robert  B.  Smith  may  contend,  that 

this 
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ibis  transaction  was  entered  into  for  their  benefit  or  for  1854. 
the  benefit  of  their  father ;  they  may  insist  on  either  of 
these  points,  and  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  parties 
cannot  be  ascertained  except  by  a  suit.  There  are  other 
questions  respecting  the  furniture  and  the  payment  of 
legacy  duty,  which  must  be  determined  in  the  adminis- 
tration of  William  Smithes  estate,  and  in  these  questions 
these  children,  so  far  as  relates  to  such  questions,  are 
necessary  parties.  They  may  possibly  have  no  interest 
in  some  of  the  matters,  as  in  the  accounts  of  Robert  B» 
Smithes  estate,  but,  because  a  Plaintiff  prays  for  more 
than  he  is  entitled  to,  it  does  not  prevent  his  having  so 
much  of  the  relief  ai^  he  may  be  entitled  to,  unless  the 
matters  be  so  unconnected  that  they  cannot  be  proved 
in  the  same  suit. 

That  is  the  view  I  should  take  of  this  case  if  these 
were  original  suits  for  the  administration  of  William 
Smithes  estate.  But  it  was  argued,  that  if,  in  fact,  this 
is  a  suit  for  that  purpose,  and,  so  far,  proper  and  fit  for 
that  purpose,  its  object  may  be  effected  in  the  admi- 
nistration suit  which  originated  in  a  summons,  and 
which  is  now  pending  in  this  Court ;  that  if  the  Chief 
Clerk  has  not  certified  these  matters  as  he  ought,  the 
Plaintiffs  may,  by  objecting  to  the  qertificate,  bring  these 
matters  before  the  Court,  and  that  it  would  be  injurious 
to  the  new  practice,  if  the  Court  were  not  to  determine 
these  questions  under  the  administration  decree. 

I  have  considerable  doubts  whether  the  supplemental 
relief  could  have  been  successfully  obtained  in  respect 
of  these  transactions,  which  involve  questions  between 
William  Smithes  estate  and  the  legal  personal  represen- 
tative of  Robert  B.  Smith.  They  are  intimately  con- 
nected, and  the  estate  of  William  Smith  cannot  be 
administered  without  the  disposal  of  these  questions, 

which 
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1864.       which  a  cominon  decree  will  not  reach.    If  this  bill 

''•^^>^^      had  been  confined  solely  to  the  questions  which  could 

«!*'        not  be  determined  in  the  other  suit,  the  Plaintiffs  would 

Gabbnbill.    be  entitled  to  relief,  and  some  account  and  inquiry  would 

be  necessary  for  that  purpose.    I  think  the  Plaintiffs 

have  established  a  right  to  some  inquiry  and  decree  in 

respect  of  these  matters. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  demurrer  for  multifariousness 
and  want  of  equity  cannot  be  sustained. 

I  at  first  doubted  whether  the  demurrer  are  tentu  for 
want  of  equity  could  be  raised  when  the  only  demurrer 
on  record  was  for  multifariousness,  but  the  latest  autho- 
rities seem  to  establish  that  it  could. 


1855. 

When  «  man 
obtaini,  with- 
out oonndsniF 


COBBETT  V.  BROCK. 


A  T  the  end  of  1849,  Mr.  Brock^  a  tailor,  was  con- 
-^^  siderably  indebted  to  the  Plaintiffs,  his  drapers, 
ft^°'  *  ud**"*^  ^^^  ^^y*  ^^^"g  unable  to  obtain  payment,  employed 
-^      ^  '-      an  accountant  to  ascertain  the  state  of  his  affairs,  and 


whom  he  is 
engaged  to  be 


contemplated  taking  proceedings  to  compel  payment  of 
their  debts.    Mr.  Broch,  to  obtain  time,  promised  the 

Plaintiffs 


mamed,  the 
Court  requires 
him  to  shew 
the  honafida 
of  the  trans- 
action. 

A  debtor  induced  a  lady,  to  whom  he  was  engaged,  to  become  security  for  a  debt 
Afler  the  marriage,  she  insisted  that  she  had  been  imposed  upon.  Held,  that  the  only 
duty  of  the  creditor  (who  was  aware  of  the  relation  between  the  parties)  towards  the 
lady  was,  to  see  that  she  had  proper  professional  assistance,  and  that  any  fraud  or  mis- 
representation of  the  debtor  in  the  transaction,  of  which  the  creditor  had  no  notice,  did 
not  aflbct  his  security. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Plaintiffs  to  give  them  security  for  their  debt,  and  the 
security  be  proposed  was  that  of  Miss  Sophia  Ann 
Colyer,  a  lady  with  whom  he  stated  be  was  about  to  be 
married. 

The  Plaintiffs'  solicitori  Mr.  Pike,  accordingly  pre- 
pared the  draft  of  a  security,  whereby  Miss  Colyer 
mortgaged  her  reversion  in  some  real  estate  for  securing 
the  debt.  On  the  21st  of  January,  1850,  Mr.  Pike 
sent  the  draft  to  Mr.  Brock,  with  a  letter,  which  was  as 
follows : — ^*  I  send  draft  of  the  proposed  security  in 
favour  of  Messrs.  Cohbett  and  Mr.  Gabriel  [the  Plain- 
tiffs], for  your  perusal,  and  when  you  have  satisfied 
yourself  of  its  accuracy,  be  so  obliging  as  to  send  it  to 
Miss  Colyer,  witk  my  particular  request,  that  she  will 
get  some  respectable  solicitor  to  peruse  it  on  her  behalf 
and  advise  with  her  on  its  effect  and  provisions" 

The  draft  was  returned  approved  by  Mr.  Basham,  a 
solicitor  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Brock  only.  Mr.  Pike  im- 
mediately returned  it  to  Mr.  Brock,  with  the  following 
letter: — "The  letter  which  I  sent  you  particularly  re- 
quested that  Miss  Colyer  would  have  the  draft  perused 
by  a  solicitor,  on  her  behalf  If  Mr.  Basham  did  this, 
pray  get  him,  as  soon  as  possible,  to  put  a  certificate 
of  that  fact  on  the  enclosed,  but  if  he  does  not  consider 
himself  as  representing  her,  then  I  should  still  wish  her 
to  be  advised  by  some  other  solicitor,  who  will  give  such 
a  certificate." 

On  the  following  day,  it  was  returned  to  Mr.  Pike 
with  the  approval  of  Mr.  Basham  amended,  and  stating 
that  he  had  perused  the  draft,  and  approved  thereof 
on  the  part  of  Mr.  Brock  and  Miss  Colyer.  The  deed 
was  engrossed,  and  Mr.  Brock  attended  with  Miss 
Colyer,  by  appointment,  at  the  office  of  Mr.  Basham, 

and 
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1856.       ^^^  executed  the  security,  and  the  matter  was  after- 
wards completed  by  handing  it  over  to  the  Plaintiffs. 

There  were  subsequent  acts  of  confirmation  of  this 
deed  by  Mr.  Brock  and  Miss  Coli/er,  but  these  did  not 
form  the  grounds  of  the  decision  of  the  Court.  The 
marriage  between  them  took  place  in  October,  1850, 
and  the  estate  having  fallen  into  possession  and  the 
money  remaining  unpaid^  this  suit  was  institutedi  in 
1854,  for  a  foreclosure. 

The  relief  sought  by  the  Plaintiffs  was  resisted  both 
by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Brock,  who  insisted,  that  the  deed 
was  not  binding  and  could  not  be  enforced  in  this 
Court.  Mrs.  Brock,  in  resistance  to  the  claim  of  the 
Plaintiffs  to  be  paid  out  of  her  estate,  insisted  on  the 
formularies  usual  in  such  cases.  She  said  that  the  deed 
had  been  obtained  through  undue  influence  on  the  part 
of  her  husband,  and  by  fraud,  deception,  misrepresenta- 
tion, surprise,  concealment  and  suppression  of  facts  on 
the  part  of  the  Plaintiffs  and  their  solicitor.  She  said 
that  it  had  been  represented  to  her  by  them,  that  the 
difficulties  of  Mr.  Brock  were  merely  temporary,  that 
the  Plaintiffs  bad  promised  to  afford  him  assistance  and 
forego  all  interest,  and  that  she  should  never  be  called 
on  to  pay  the  debt,  which  would  be  paid  out  of  the  pro- 
6ts  of  Mr.  Brock's  business,  whereas  be  was,  at  the 
time,  in  a  hopeless  state  of  insolvency.  In  addition  to 
this,  she  said,  that  she  did  not  employ  her  own  solicitor, 
but  trusted  entirely  to  Mr.  Pike^  who  was  a  friend  of 
her  husband  ;  that  the  deed  had  not  been  read  over  or 
explained  to  her  and  had  never  been  perused  on  her  be- 
half, and  that  she  had  executed  it  without  proper  pro« 
fessional  advice.  She  stated  that  she  had  been  taken 
by  Mr.  Brock  to  the  office  of  some  solicitor,  where  she 
executed  the  deed. 

The 
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The  whole  of  these  allegations,  as  regarded  the  Plain-  1866. 
tiffs,  were  positively  denied,  and  were  unsupported  by 
any  proofs  with  the  exception  of  the  influence  which 
Mr.  Brockf  under  the  circumstances  of  his  approaching 
marriage,  naturally  possessed  over  Miss  Colyer^  and  ex- 
cept the  fraud  or  misrepresentation  (if  any)  on  his  part. 
With  respect  to  the  professional  assistance  afforded 
Miss  Colyer  on  the  occasion  of  this  transaction,  it  ap- 
peared, from  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Basham^  that  Miss 
Colyer  was  a  stranger  to  him,  that  he  received  instruc- 
tions from  Mr.  Brock  to  peruse  the  deed  on  his  behalf, 
and  that  he  had  done  so,  and  that  by  his  appointment 
Mr.  Brock  brought  a  lady,  whom  he  supposed  to  be 
Miss  ColycTf  to  his  office,  when  they  both  executed  the 
deed.  He  denied  (inadvertently)  that  he  had  ever  been 
professionally  employed  by  Miss  Colyer^  and  he  stated 
that  he  had  never  seen  her  since. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Bright,  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
argued  that  the  security  was  perfectly  valid,  and  that 
the  deed  must  be  acted  on  until  it  had  been  set  aside  by 
an  independent  suit;  Jacobs  v.  Richards{a). 

Mr.  Llopd  and  Mr.  W.  H.  Clarke,  for  Mrs.  Brock. 
The  security  was  voluntary  and  obtained  by  undue  in- 
fluence and  misrepresentation ;  the  parties  taking  the 
benefit  of  it  are  bound  to  prove  the  bona  fides  of  the 
transaction,  and  that  the  lady  voluntarily  and  deli- 
berately did  the  act,  knowing  its.  nature  and  effect; 
Cooke  V.  Lamotte(b)\  Hoghton  v.  Hoghton(c).  The 
Plaintiffs  knew  of  the  engagement  between  Mr.  Brock 
and  Miss  Colyer,  and  are  bound  to  prove  these  cir- 
cumstances, and  they  have  failed  in  doing  so.  Be- 
sides, they  employed  Mr.  Brock  to  obtain  the  security 

from 

(a)  18  Beav.  300.        (6)  15  Beav.  234.         (c)  15  Beav.  278. 
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1856.  f^^^  her,  and  they  are  bound  by  every  representatioQ 
made  by  him,  8he  considered  that  the  execution  of 
the  4eed  was  a  matter  of  form,  and  that  it  would  release 
her  iqtended  l^usband  from  all  his  diCBculties,  and  in 
that  belief  she  mortgaged  her  estate,  without  considera^ 
tion,  as  a  security,  to  the  Plaintiffs,  for  an  utterly  hope- 
less debt  due  from  Mr.  Brock.  Such  a  security  cannot, 
in  equity,  be  enforced. 

Mr.  WhUeley,  for  Mr.  Brock. 

Mr.  B.  G.  White  and  Mr.  Bury,  for  other  parties. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  cases  where  a  deed  is  obtained  by  fraud  or  undue 
inOuence,  though  it  may  be  avoided  as  between  the 
parties,  yet  it  cannot  be  set  aside  as  against  a  person 
claiming  for  valuable  consideration  under  it,  and  without 
notice  of  the  fraud.  The  real  question  is  this : — assume 
that  a  fraud  was  committed  by  the  husband,  did  the 
Plaintiffs  know  of  that  fraud  ? 

The  state  of  the  case  is  this: — Mr.  Brock  was  in- 
debted to  the  Plaintiffs  in  considerable  sums  of  money, 
and  he  seems  to  have  had  some  apprehension  that  he 
should  be  made  a  bankrupt  if  the  debt  was  not  paid. 
He  thereupon  says  to  the  Plaintiffs,  I  am  about  to  be 
allied  to  a  lady,  and  she  will  give  you  security  for  your 
debt  The  solicitor  of  the  Plaintiffs  is  put  in  communi- 
cation with  Mr.  Brockf  who  goes  to  the  lady  and 
makes  some  representations.  I  will  assume  them  to 
have  been  false,  and  that  he  stated  that  his  difficulties 
were  temporary,  and  that  this  security  would  afford  him 
the  means  of  getting  over  his  embarrassments.  Assum- 
ing all  this,  there  is  not  a  tittle  of  evidence  that  the 
Plaintiffs  desired  him  to  say  so,  or  that  they  were  parlies 

to 
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to  his  misrepresentations.  All  tbey  did  was  to  say,  1866. 
"  We  will  forbear  to  sue  you  or  to  make  you  a  bankrupt 
provided  you  give  us  the  security  of  some  other  party .^ 
For  the  purpose  of  preparing  the  security  they  em- 
ployed a  solicitor ;  but  be  did  not  act  as  solicitor  for 
this  lady,  though  he  was  a  friend  of  Mr.  Brock,  he  repu- 
diates that  character  altogether,  and  in  his  letter  of  the 
21st  of  January,  IS50,  he  insists  that  she  should  have 
a  solicitor  of  her  own.  He  did  not  trust  to  Mr.  Brock 
to  explain  the  matter  to  Miss  Colyer;  for  when  the  draft 
was  returned  to  him,  sanctioned  and  approved  by  a 
solicitor  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Brock  only,  he  says,  "  This 
will  not  do,  it  must  be  sanctioned  and  approved  of  by 
the  solicitor  of  Miss  Colyer,*'  and  it  was  afterwards 
done. 

What  was  the  duty  of  Mr.  Pike  to  this  lady?  It 
was  the  duty  of  her  own  solicitor,  and  not  of  the  soli- 
citor of  the  Plaintiffs,  to  protect  her.  Mr.  Pike  did  not 
affect  to  be  her  solicitor;  all  he  required  was,  that  she 
should  have  a  solicitor  of  her  own ;  it  was  the  duty  of 
her  solicitor  to  ascertain  that  she  knew  what  she  was 
about  to  do,  and  the  Plaintiffs'  solicitor  was  bound  to 
trust  to  the  note  of  her  solicitor  that  the  deed  had  been 
approved  by  him  on  her  behalf. 

If  I  were  to  hold,  that  by  reason  of  any  misrepresen- 
tations of  Mr.  Brock  the  transaction  could  not  stand, 
the  result  would  be,  that  no  debtor  could  obtain  the 
forbearance  of  his  creditor  by  getting  a  friend  to  give  a 
security  for  him,  unless  the  solicitor  of  the  creditor  took 
upon  himself  the  duties  of  the  solicitor  of  the  surety. 

There  was  ample  consideration  for  the  deed  as  between 
the  Plaintiffs  and  Mr.  Brock,  by  their  forbearance  to 
sue ;  and  a  solicitor  being  employed  by  Miss  Colyer,  it 

M  M  2  was 
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was  his  duty  to  see  that  she  understood  the  matter, 
and  if  he  performed  his  duty  the  transaction  was  per- 
fectly good  and  valid.  I  conceive  that  all  that  the 
Plaintiffs'  solicitor  had  to  do  was,  to  see  that  she  had 
independent  professional  advice,  and  this  he  did. 

I  look  at  the  case  in  the  same  light  as  if  certain 
benefits  had  been  voluntarily  conveyed  to  Mr.  Brock 
by  Miss  Colyer,  and  he  had  afterwards  sold  them  to  the 
Plaintiffs.  The  fact  of  this  being  one  transaction  does 
not  affect  the  question,  unless  the  Plaintiffs  were  privy 
to  a  fraud. 

Hitherto  I  have  assumed  that  a  fraud  was*  committed 
on  Miss  ColyeTj  that  there  was  undue  influence,  and 
that  it  would  be  very  difficult  for  Mr.  Brock  himself  to 
take  advantage  of  the  transaction:  still  she  knew  that  she 
was  executing  securities  which  bound  her  property ;  that 
is  the  reasonable  inference  from  the  evidence.  Basham 
must  have  considered  himself  as  her  solicitor,  for  that 
was  pointedly  put  to  him  when  it  was  stated  that  he 
must  approve  of  the  draft  on  behalf  of  the  lady ;  he  did 
so,  and  I  assume  he  performed  his  duty. 

What  else  was  it  possible  for  Mr.  Pike  to  do  ? 
It  was  not  his  duty  to  go  to  Miss  Colyer,  and  try  to 
persuade  her  not  to  execute  the  security,  and  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  he  had  no  duty  towards  this  lady  except 
to  see  that  she  had  proper  professional  assistance. 

I  fully  adhere  to  what  I  expressed  in  the  cases  of 
Cooke  V.  LamoUeia)j  and  Hoghton  v.  Hogkton  (i),  and 
if  this  were  a  case  between  Mr.  Brock  and  his  wife  I 
should  require  him  to  prove  all  the  requisites  I  pointed 

out 
(a)  15  Beav.  234.  (6)  15  Beat).  278. 
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out  in  those  cases  as  necessary  to  give  validity  to  the 
transaction ;  but  when  the  security  gets  into  the  hands 
of  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration,  the  case  is  very 
different,  unless  the  person  obtaining  the  benefit  of  it 
has  been  guilty  of  or  privy  to  the  fraud.  The  fact  of 
Mr.  Brock  saying,  *'  I  am  about  to  marry  a  lady  who 
will  give  you  security/'  does  not  amount  to  notice  to 
them  that  this  security  could  only  be  obtained  by 
undue  influence. 


1865. 


The  subsequent  transaction  stands  or  falls  with  the 
original,  and  the  result  is  that  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled 
to  the  decree  asked. 


Note. — Dee,  5,  1855.     An  appeal  was  diBmissed  with  costs  by  the 
Lords  Justices. 


CHILTON  V.  CAMPBELL. 

OIR  ROBERT  CAMPBELL  was  seised  in  fee  of 
some  freehold  estates,  the  title  deeds  of  which 
were  in  the  hands  of  his  eldest  son.  Sir  John  Campbell. 
In  I860,  Sir  John  Campbell  deposited  these  deeds  with 
the  Plaintiffs  to  secure  some  monies  then  lent  to  him, 
and  he,  at  the  same  time,  stated,  that  his  father  had  left 
him  the  estates  by  his  will,  and  had  authorized  him  to 
raise  money  by  a  deposit  of  the  deeds.  In  1866,  Sir 
Robert,  discovering  that  the  deeds  were  in  the  hands  of 
the  Plaintiffs,  demanded  them,  and  afterwards  com- 
menced an  action  at  law  to  recover  them.  The  Plain- 
tiffs thereupon,  on  the  4th  of  May,  instituted  the  present 

suit 


May  8. 

The  Plaintiff; 
before  filing 
interrogatories, 
moved  for  an 
injunction  to 
stay  proceed- 
ings at  law. 
The  Defendant 
filed  an  affi- 
davit displa- 
cing the 
grounds  of 
defence  at  law. 
The  injnnc-' 
tion  was  re-* 
fused. 
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suit  against  Sir  Robert  and  Sir  John^  insisting  on  their 
equitable  mortgage  and  seeking  to  hare  the  benefit  of 
it,  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  proceedings 
at  law. 

The  bill  alleged,  that  Sir  Robert  expressly  autho- 
rized his  son  to  deposit  the  title  deeds,  as  a  security  for 
the  actual  advances  made  to  him  by  the  Plaintiffs,  or 
at  all  events,  that  Sir  Robert  delivered  the  deeds  to  his 
son,  with  a  full  knowledge  of  his  intention  to  raise 
money  upon  the  same.  That  if  Sir  Robert,  in  fact, 
delivered  the  title  deeds  to  his  son,  or  allowed  him  to 
become  possessed  thereof  without  any  express  know- 
ledge of  his  intention  to  raise  money  upon  the  security 
of  the  same,  yet  that,  by  having  invested  his  son  with 
the  custody  of  the  title  deeds,  under  the  circumstances 
stated,  he  enabled  him  to  commit  a  fraud  on  the  Plain- 
tiffs, and  ought  now  to  be  bound  by  the  acts  and  dealings 
of  his  son  therewith. 

Before  any  interrogatories  had  been  filed,  the  Plaintiffs 
gave  notice  of  motion  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
proceedings  at  law,  and  no  interrogatories  had,  in  fact, 
been  filed  until  the  present  day  (8th  Mat/). 

Sir  Robert  filed  an  affidavit,  which  stated  as  fol- 
lows :  **  Intending  that  my  son.  Sir  John^  should,  after 
my  decease,  enjoy  this  property,  it  occurred  to  me  that 
it  might  be  the  means  of  saving  some  trouble  at  my 
death,  and  avoid  the  chance  of  the  deeds  being  mislaid, 
if  I  at  once  placed  them  in  the  custody  of  my  son,  and 
I  therefore  delivered  the  deeds  to  him,  explaining  to 
him  my  intention  and  object,  that  I  wished  this  pro- 
perty should  always  remain  in  my  family."  "  I  deny 
that  I  ever,  directly  or  indirectly,  at  any  time  what- 
soever, agreed  to  allow  my  son  to  raise  money  on  the 

security 


Chilton 
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security  of  the  deposit  of  the  title  deeds  of  the  pro- 
perty." He  also  denied  that  he  ever  autborizisd  his  son  to 
depoliit  the  deeds  as  a  security  for  any  advances  made  or 
to  be  made  by  the  PkintifTs  or  any  other  person.  Campbell. 

Mr.  Terrell,  in  support  of  the  motion*  First,  the 
Defendant  is  bound  to  give  a  discovery  by  answer,  and 
the  Plaintiiib  are  entitled  to  an  injunction  in  the  mean- 
time ;  Senior  v.  Priichard  (a) ;  Lovell  v.  GaUoway  (i). 
Secondly,  the  affidavits  of  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant 
shew  a  sufficient  primA  facie  case  to  entitle  the  Plaintiffs 
to  an  injunction. 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  Sckamberg,  contra.  There 
are  no  interrogatories  on  the  file,  and  therefore  thfe  rule 
does  not  apply.  The  case  alleged  by  the  Plaintiffs  is 
positively  denied  by  the  Defendant,  and  therefore  the 
Plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  an  injunction  on  theiherits. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls:  My  impression  is,  that 
if  the  discovery  will  not  be  a  defence  at  law,  and  there 
18  an  equitable  case,  the  Court  requires  judgment  to  be 
given,  and  stays  execution. 

Mr.  Terrell,  in  reply. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  there  is  no  case  for  the  injunc* 
tion.  It  is  clear  how  the  matter  stands;  if  interro- 
gatories had  been  filed,  and  the  Plaintiffs  sought  a 
discovery  of  facts  which  might  furnish  a  defence  to  the 
action  at  law,  the  present  practice  of  the  Court  would 
entitle  them  to  the  same  benefit  as  under  the  old  practice, 

that 
(a)  16  Beav,  473.  (6)  17  Beav.  1. 
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1866.  *'**t  is*  ^  ^  f**!!  discovery.  The  case  made  by  the 
PlaiDtifTs  is  Dot  a  defence  to  the  action  at  law,  and  if 
any  injunction  were  granted,  it  must  be  on  equitable 
grounds,  and  on  the  PlaintiflTs  giving  judgment  in  the 
action.  The  case  made  by  the  bill  is,  that  an  equitable 
mortgage  was  made  by  the  son  and  was  sanctioned  by 
the  father ;  but  this  is  positively  denied  by  the  father. 
The  son  had  no  interest  in  the  property,  and  the  result 
is,  that  at  law  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  Sir  Robert 
from  recovering  the  deeds.  If  the  Plaintiffs  made  out 
that  the  deeds  had  been  deposited  by  the  son,  that  would 
not  be  a  mortgage  of  the  property  against  the  father. 
If  the  Defendant  should  recover  the  deeds  without  pay- 
ing the  money  advanced  by  the  Plaintiffs,  the  fact  of 
their  losing  possession  of  the  deeds  would  not  prevent 
their  still  insisting,  in  equity,  that  there  was  a  contract 
by  the  father  as  well  as  the  son,  that  this  property 
should  be  mortgaged  to  them. 

This  is  no  case  for  an  injunction.  Let  the  costs  of 
the  motion  be  costs  in  the  cause,  in  order  that  I  may 
see  if  the  Plaintiffs  should  ultimately  establish  their 
right* 
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LANE  V,  JACKSON. 

May  25,  26. 
"DY  a  deed  dated  the  23rd  of  November,  1849,  some  An  estate  was 
^    freeholds  were  conveyed  to  Wallis  and  others,  in  X^^nTaft^ 
fee,  subject  to  redemption  on  payment  by  John  Brewer  wards  to  the 
^fionn/  Defendant; 

of  1,200/.  the  Plaintiff 

subsequently 
obtained  a 
In  1860,  John  Brewer  mortgaged  the  same  property  registered 

to  the  Defendant  Jackson,  for  securing  1,300/.,  subject  against  the 
to  the  prior  mortgage.  ?hTffid«nt 

then  purchased 
the  equity  of 
In  January,  1861,  the  Plaintiff  Z/zn^  obtained  a  judg-  redemption, 

ment  against  Tb^n  Brewer,  which  was  duly  registered  ^ffforjudg- 

under  the  statute  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  19,  on  the  7th  ments.    On  a 

f  r  1     1  or  1  Wl  ^  charee 

of  July,  1 861 .  the  equity  of 

redemption 
with  the  judg^ 

In  1861,  Jackson  purchased  from  John  Brewer  the  ^«"*»  |J»® 
equity  of  redemption  of  the  property  for  160/.,  and  it  that  the  d^- 
was  conveyed,  to  him,  subject  to  the  first  mortgage  for  ^i,^^  fo,*'^"'^ 
1,200/.,  by  a  deed  of  the  6th  of  September,  1861,  to  valuable  con- 

which  Tumbull  was  a  party.  without^o- 

tice"  was 
available  in 
The  Plaintiff  instituted   this  suit  in  March,  1862,  this  case; 
•     x^i  1  ...  ,  iTv/.!         secondlvi  that, 

agamst  Jackson  alone,   msistmg  that   the  Defendant  on  the  evi- 

and    his    solicitor,   Mr.  Tumbull,    had    notice  of  the  ^«"5®'  ^^ 
'  '  notice  was 

Plaintiff's  judgment,  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  of  proved; 
the  equity  of  redemption.     He  alleged  that  Tumbull  il^^J^^JiiJ^^ 
had   searched   for  judgments,  or  if  not,  that  he   had  bent  on  a  pmr- 
wilfully  omitted  to  do  so,  in  order  not  to  be  affected  gearch  for 
with  notice  of  the  judgments  against  John  Brewer.  The  judgments. 

bill 
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1856.  bill  prayed  a  declaration,  that  the  amount  of  the  judg- 
ment was  a  charge  ou  the  estate,  that  the  estate  might 
be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  applied  in  payment  of  the 
Plaintiff's  judgment  debt. 

The  Defendant  positively  denied  having  bad  any 
notice  of  the  judgment,  but  it  appeared,  that  on  the 
purchase  and  previously  thereto,  Tumbull  had  been 
employed  as  the  solicitor  both  of  Jackson  and  Brewer. 

Brewer^  in  his  affidavit,  made  on  behalf  of  the  Plain- 
tiff, deposed  as  follows  : — ^^  Previous  to  the  completion 
of  the  sale  to  the  Defendant,  considerable  negociations 
took  place  between  me  and  Tumbull^  with  respect  to 
such  sale,  and  as  to  the  price,  &c.,  and  ultimately,  in 
or  about  the  beginning  of  the  month  of  September^  1851, 
1  had  a  conversation  with  Tumbull^  relative  to  the  sale 
of  my  property,  subject  to  the  charges  thereon,  when, 
in  the  course  of  such'  conversation,  Tumbull  informed 
me  to  the  effect  following : — ^that  he  could  procure  me 
160Z.  for  my  interest  therein,  adding,  that  if  I  would 
not  take  that  sum,  I  should  get  nothing.  In  reply  to 
which,  and  with  reference  to  the  insufficiency  of  the 
said  sum  of  150/.  to  free  me  from  my  judgment  debts, 
I  said  to  TarnbuUj  the  words  or  to  the  effect  following : 
—What  acb  1  to  do  with  the  judgment?  (thereby  mean- 
ing and  alluding  to  the  judgment  of  Richard  Kirkman 
Lane  and  others),  when  Tumbull  answered,  *  You  must 
manage  as  well  as  you  can.' " 

This  conversation  was  as  positively  denied  by  Tutn-- 
bull.  He  also  denied  all  notice  of  or  suspicions  of 
any  judgment  of  the  Plaintiff.  He  said,  "  I  did  not 
search  the  registry  of  judgments  for  judgments  against 
Brewer,  and  it  is  not  my  custom  or  practice,  when  con- 
cerned for  a  purchaser  or  mortgagee,  to  cause  the  said 

registry 
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registry  of  judgmetits  to  be  searched  for  judgments  1856. 
against  the  vendor  or  mortgagor.  I  most  positively 
say  that  I  did  not  omit  to  search,  in  order  that  the 
Defendant  sbouki  not  be  affected^  by  reason  of  such 
searchy  with  notice  of  jildgment  against  Brewer,  of 
from  any  other  imj^roper  motive ;  but  I  omitted  to  make 
such  seaixih  conformably  veith  my  usual  custom  and 
practice,  and  because  I  did  not  consider  the  dame  to  be 
necessary." 

There  was  some  evidence  of  Turnbull  having,  in 
May,  1860|  witnessed  a  consent  to  a  judge's  order,  in  a 
suit  of  Nesfield  v.  Brewer,  to  NesjieWs  signing  final 
judgment  against  Brewer,  in  case  his  debt  should  not 
be  paid  on  the  8th  otJuly,  1860.  It  did  not,  however, 
appear  what  was  done  upon  it 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Flaiher,  for  the  Plaintiff. 
First,  the  Defendant  Jackson  states,  that  he  had  no 
notice  of  the  Plaintiff's  judgment,  but  that  id  immate* 
rial,  because  the  interests  are  equitable,  and  the  charges 
rank  according  to  their  dates. 

Secondly,  Turnbull  was  solicitor  both  to  the  vendor 
and  purchaser ;  he  was  a  party  to  the  deed  of  September ^ 
1849,  and  was  aware  of  the  state  of  Brewer's  affairs, 
and  of  the  pending  judgment  in  Nesfield  v.  Brewer. 
He  had  either  actual  notice  of  the  judgment,  or  must 
be  deemed  to  have  had  constructive  notice,  for,  contrary 
to  the  universal  practice  in  such  cases,  he  wilfully  ab- 
stained from  searching  the  registry,  i)urposely  to  defeat 
Brewer's  judgment,  by  shutting  his  eyes  to  its  ex- 
istence. 
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istence.    They  referred  to  Allen  v. Knight  (a);  Jones  v. 
Smith  (b). 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Toller,  for  the  Defendant  Jach- 
son  is  a  bond  fide  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration, 
without  notice,  and  the  Court  will  not  interfere  in  favour 
of  a  judgment  creditor  as  against  such  a  purchaser; 
Attometf'Gentral  v.  Wilkins(c). 

There  was  no  obligation  to  search  the  registry,  for,  if 
that  were  so,  the  law  would  impute  notice  of  everything 
that  might  be  ascertained  from  the  search,  or,  in  other 
words,  the  registry  would  itself  be  notice  to  all  the  world, 
which  it  undoubtedly  is  not.  You  must  shew  a  wilful 
intentional  omission  to  search,  for  the  sake  of  avoiding 
notice,  and  this  is  not  proved.  The  2  Vict,  c.  11,  s.  5, 
was  introduced  by  Lord  St.  Leonards,  for  the  very  pur- 
pose of  relieving  purchasers  for  valuable  consideration, 
who  are  not  to  be  affected  by  registered  judgments  more 
extensively  than  they  were  formerly  by  docketed  judg- 
ments. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

If  it  were  the  duty  of  purchasers  to  search  the  re- 
gistry of  judgments,  there  would  always  be  notice. 
There  is  no  evidence  that  the  cognovit  in  Nesfield  v. 
Brewer  resulted  in  a  judgment  against  Brewer,  and 
none  appears  to  have  been  registered.  I  will  read  the 
evidence  and  dispose  of  the  case  to-morrow  morning. 


Mwf  26»  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  case  raises  a  simple  question  of  evidence4    The 

case 

(<i)  5  f/ore,  272.  (r)    17  Beav.  285  ;    and  see 

(6)  1  Hare,  43.  Finch  ▼.  Shaw,  19  Beao.  500. 


Lane 

V, 
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case  is  this  : — ^Tbe  Plaintiflf  had  a  judgment  against  1865. 
Brewer,  and  some  time  after  the  judgment  had  been 
entered  up  and  registered.  Brewer  sold  his  estate,  which 
was  an  equity  of  redemption,  to  Jackson,  the  De-  Jacmon. 
fendant.  Jackson  says  he  is  a  purchaser  for  valuable 
consideration  without  notice.  If  he  be,  I  have  already 
held,  that  such  a  defence  is  applicable  to  equitable  as 
well  as  to  legal  titles  upon  the  authority  of  a  case  de- 
cided by  Lord  St.  Leonards-  The  Defendant  is  there- 
fore entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  doctrine,  if  he  had  no 
notice. 

If  he  had  any  notice,  it  must  have  been  constructive 
notice  through  TurnbuU,  who  acted  as  the  solicitor  of 
Brewer  and  of  the  Defendant  in  the  transaction  relating 
to  the  purchase  of  the  equity  of  redemption.  TurnbuU 
having,  in  September,  1851,  acted  for  both  parties,  it  is 
said,  that  all  the  information  which  he  had  at  that  time, 
as  solicitor  of  Brewer,  he  had  also  as  solicitor  of  Jack- 
son, The  only  question  is,  whether  TurnbuU  had  notice 
of  the  Plaintiff's  judgment.    He  asserts  that  he  had  not. 

The  burden  of  proving  notice  lies  on  the  person  who 
asserts  it,  viz.,  the  Plaintiff;  and  the  evidence  on  which 
he  relies  consists  of  a  passage  in  the  evidence  of  Brewer, 
and  this  passage  is  to  this  effect : — "  Previous"  &c.  .  . 
•  .  .  .  "  what  am  I  to  do  with  the  judgment?" 
[whether  this  word  is  *' judgments"  or  "judgment," 
in  the  plural  or  singular,  I  do  not  know].  This  conver- 
sation is  positively  and  distinctly  denied  by  TurnbuU. 

I  have  frequently  stated,  that  where  the  positive  fact 
of  a   particular  conversation  is  stated  to  have  taken 
place  between  two  persons  of  equal  credibility,  and  one 
states  positively  that  it  took  place  and  the  other  as    . 
positively  denies  it,  I  believe  that  the  words  were  said, 

and 
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1866.  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  person  who  denies  their  having  been  said 
has  forgotten  the  circumstance.  By  this  means  I  give 
full  credit  to  both  parties.  But  in  this  case,  if  I 
believe  that  these  words  were  said,  they  amount  to 
nothing.  The  question  is  as  to  a  judgment  duly  entered 
up  and  registered,  with  respect  to  which  Brewer  says, 
*^  What  aqi  I  to  do  with  the  judgments  speaking  of 
debts  generally ;  I  could  not  hold  that  these  words 
even  expressed  notice  of  a  judgment  having  been 
entered  up  and  registered.  He  says,  TurnbuU  in- 
formed me  "  to  the  effect  following "...  [His 
Honor  here  read  the  passage  stated,  ante,  page  636J 
'^  ray  judgment  debts."  That  he  only  refers  to  debts  is 
obvious  from  this,  if  it  were  of  any  importance. 

TurnbuU  swears  positively,  that  he  did  not  know  of 
the  judgment,  and  that  these  words  were  never  said.  In 
that  state  of  things,  it  would  be  going  too  far  to  say, 
that  client  or  solicitor  to  be  fixed  with  notice  of  a  regis- 
tered judgment. 

On  the  whole,  I  think  there  was  no  notice  to  the 
Pefendant^  Jackson,  of  the  PlaintiflTs  registered  judg- 
ment, and  the  result  is,  that  the  bill  must  be  dismissed 
with  costs. 

Note. — Under  tb^  1  &  2  Vict,  c,  110,  8.  13,  a  juclgment  operates 
as  a  charge  on  the  real  estate  of  the  debtor,  but  the  chaise  cannot  be 
enforced  for  twelve  montha.  The  statute,  though  it  gives  this  charge, 
unfortunately  provides  no  means  of  preserving  it,  or  of  preventing  the 
judgment  debtor  aliening  the  land,  for  valuable  consideration,  to  a  pur- 
chaser without  notice,  and  thus  (as  in  the  case  in  the  text)  defeating 
the  charge.  It  is,  perhaps,  possible,  by  instituting  a  suit  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  creditor's  interest  and  registering  a  lit  pendent,  to  pre- 
vent the  charge  from  b^ing  thus  defeated.  See  BritUd  v.  WHkint, 
3  Hare,  235 ;  Wattt  v.  Jefferyet,  3  Mac,  ^  Gor.  372 ;  Reece  v.  Taylor, 
5  DeGexi^  Sm,  48a 
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GERRARD  v.  BUTLER. 

May  26, 
1I>  Y  the  settlement  made  on  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Where  there  is 

^     Mrs.  Fowler,  in  1788,  a  sum  of  3,000Z.  was  pro-  «J.a^solute  ap- 

'  '  .  pomtment  to 

vided  for  the  younger  children  of  the  marriage,  to  be  -4.,  an  object 

paid  at  such  times,  in  such  shares,  and  subject  to  such  foUowedTby  a 
conditions  as   Mr.  Fowler  and   Mrs.  Fowler  jointly,  qualification 
I  .  *.    I  I  11  Ml     1       11  limiting  the 

or  the  survivor  of  them,  by  any  deed  or  will  should  interest  of  A 

appoint;  and,  for  default  thereof,  then  to  be  equally  |g,*J*^!^j\h" 

divided  amongst  such  children.  mainder  to 

persons  not 
objects  of  the 
On  the  6th  of  December,  1816,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Fowler  power,  the 

appointed  to  their.daughter  Elizabeth  one-sixth  of  the  void,  A.  takes 

fund,  which  was  settled  by  her  marriage  settlement,  al>9j>lutely, 

dated  the  7th  of  December,  1816,  upon  her  and  her  prior  appoint- 

husband,  successively  for  life,  and  after  the  death  of  the  "^tegt^trix 

survivor,  upon  trust  for  all  their  children,  in  such  shares  having  a  power 

as  they  or  the  survivor  of  them  should  appoint,  and  in  fund  to  her 

default  of  appointment  then  share  and  share  alike.  children,  ap- 

pointed It  m 
this  form  r — 

Mrs.  Fowler  survived  her  husband,  and  by  her  will  f^^^^^^j^ 

(after  mentioning  her  settlement  and  that  of  her  daughter  B.,  C.  and  D., 

Elizabeth)   she  appointed  two-sixths  of  the   fund   as  to  be  upon  the 

follows:    unto   and   equally   among   my  said  younger  trusts  of  her 

children,   Elizabeth   Gerrard,  Richard  Butler,  Sarah  tlement,  and 

Fowler  and    William  Fowler,  the  shares  of  my  said  *?  ^®  P**^^  *® 

'  •'        ^  the  trustees 

daughter  Elizabeth,  to  be  upon  such  trusts  as  are  declared  thereof.    A. 

of  her  former  portion  in  her  said  marriage  settlement,  ^^n\^\^Q 

and  to  be  accordingly  paid  to  the  trustees  thereof  therein  marriage  set- 

,  „  tlement  within 

earned.  the  power. 

Held,  that  she 

mi_        1  1  .1  ^1.      f     T  took  her  share 

Ine  share  thus  appomted  to  Elizabeth  was  repre-  absolutely. 

sented 
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sented  by  a  sum  of  2111  16«.  Id.  £3  per  Cents.  The 
Plaintiff,  who  was  the  legal  personal  representative  of 
Elizabeth  Gerrardj  who  had  died  in  1839,  now  claimed 
the  fund. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Wynne,  for  the  Plaintiff.  There 
IS,  in  the  first  instance,  a  valid  and  absolute  appoint- 
ment to  Elizabeth  Gerrard,  and  there  is  a  subsequent 
invalid  attempt  to  modify  the  gifl,  which,  being  in  favour 
of  grandchildren  and  beyond  the  power  of  the  testatrix, 
is  void.  The  prior  absolute  appointment  to  Eliza- 
beth remains;  Ring  v.  Hardwich (a) ;  and  her  repre- 
sentative is  therefore  entitled  to  the  fund. 

Mr.  Gary,  contra.  In  Ring  v.  Hardwich,  and  similar 
cases,  there  was  an  absolute  gift,  in  the  first  instance, 
followed  by  an  attempt  to  control  it,  in  an  independent 
passage;  but  here  the  whole  appointment  and  its 
modification  are  contained  in  one  sentence,  and  the 
direction  that  the  appointed  fund  shall  be  subject  to 
the  trusts  of  the  settlement  forms  an  essential  portion  of 
the  gift  itself,  and  cannot  be  separated  from  it.  The  fund 
is  to  be  paid  to  the  trustees,  to  be  held  on  certain  trusts ; 
this  makes  a  distinction  in  the  construction  of  such 
gifts,  as  was  pointed  out  by  Lord  Cottenham  in  Lassence 
V.  Tierney  (ft).  Lord  St,  Leonards  observes,  "  we  should 
be  careful  how  to  apply  this  doctrine ;  for  where  the 
absolute  apparent  gift  is  explained  to  be  only  a  life 
interest,  to  which  are  added  void  gifts,  we  might  be 
led  to  suppose,  that  a  gift  to  an  object  of  the  power 
for  life,  with  a  gift  over  to  his  children  not  objects  of  it, 
would  vest  the  absolute  property  in  the  object ;  which 
is  contrary  to  the  settled  rule." — Sugden  on  Powers  (c). 
The  result  is,   that  Mrs.  Gerrard  took  for   life  only. 

He 

(a)  2  Bern.  352.  (c)  Vol.  2,  p.  74  (7th  edit.) 

(b)  1  Mac.  4-  Gor.  p.  565. 
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He  referred  to  Kampfy.  Jone8{a);  Peard  v.  Keke-^ 
toich  (b)  \  Chambers  y.  BraiUford  (0) ;  Holliday  ▼• 
Overton  (rf). 

Mr.  Osborne  and  Mr.  Biron,  for  other  parties. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

These  cases  depend  on  nice  distinctions^  and  one 
case  is  seldom  an  authority  for  another,  for  they  turn 
much  on  the  particular  expressions  used.  I  think, 
however,  that  the  principle  which  governs  these  cases 
may  be  drawn  from  the  cases  of  Carver  v.  Bowles  {e); 
and  Rinff  v.  tlardwick  (/).  The  question  is  this : 
whether  the  words  of  appointment  are  sufficient  to 
vest  the  property  in  the  objects  of  the  power  abso- 
lutely, with  a  superadded  condition  not  warranted  by 
the  power,  or  whether  the  superadded  terms  consti- 
tute an  essential  part  of  the  gift  itself.  Applying  the 
rule  to  this  case,  I  think  that  they  are  superadded 
words,  and  not  wofds  forming  part  of  the  original  gift. 
The  direction  that  the  fund  shall  be  held  on  the  trusts 
of  the  daughter's  settlement  is  by  a  distinct  and  separate 
sentence  and  forms  no  part  of  the  gift  to  Mrs.  Gemtrd.  If 
it  had  been,  '^  I  direct  one-fourth  of  the  appointed  fund 
to  be  paid  to  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  of  my  daughter, 
Mrs.  Gerrard,  upon  the  trusts  of  her  settlement,"  I 
should  not  have  doubted  that  the  appointment  was  to 
all  the  objects  of  that  settlement,  and  therefore  void,  ex- 
cept so  far  as  Mrs.  Gerrard  was  interested.  But  the 
words  are  these : — ^The  remaining  two-thirds,  &c.,  I 
appoint  unto   "  my  said  younger  children,  Elizabeth 

Gerrardy 

(a)  2  Keen,  756.  (d)  14  Beav.  467. 

(,b)  15  Beav.  166.  (  e)    2  Ruu,  ^  Myl.  301. 

(f)  18  Fe*.  368.  (/)  2  Beav.  352. 

VOL.  XX.  N  N 
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1856.  Oerrardf  Richard  Butler^  Sarah  Fowler  and  WUUam 
Fowler.''  This  is  a  simple  appoiDtment  amongst  these 
four  persons.  The  next  part  of  the  sentencei  **  the  share 
of  Elizabeth  to  be  upon  such  trusts/'  ^c,  &c.  clearly 
forms  no  part  of  the  appointment  to  her  other  three 
chiidren^and  therefore  forms  no  part  of  the  appointment 
amongst  the  four.  There  is  an  absolute  appointment 
to  the  four,  and  the  testatrix  then  goes  on  to  say,  **  the 
share  of  Elizabeth  to  be  upon  such  trusts/'  &c.  What 
share  ?  Why,  the  share  which  she  had  just  appointed 
to  be  held  on  the  trusts  of  her  settlement,  **  and  to  be 
accordingly  paid  to  the  trustees  therein  named.'*  It 
appears  to  be  an  absolute  appointment,  with  a  super- 
added direction  in  what  manner  the  share  of  Elizabeth^ 
created  by  the  previous  appointment,  complete  and 
perfect  in  itself,  is  to  be  held.  It  is  the  same  as  if  she 
had  appointed  a  share  absolutely  to  Elizabeth^  and 
then  added  a  direction,  that  it  was  for  her  for  life  and 
afterwards  to  go  to  her  children ;  or  had  then  repeated 
the  trusts  of  the  settlement,  limiting  the  fund  to  her 
husband  for  life,  and  afterwards  to  their  children.  It 
is  something  superadded  to  the  absolute  appointment 
which  had  previously  taken  place. 

I  am  of  opinion,  in  this  case,  that  the  words  of  the 
appointment  are  sufficient  to  vest  the  share  in  her  ab- 
solutely, and  that  the  superadded  direction  is  one  which 
cannot  be  maintained,  and  is  void.  The  result  is,  that 
the  legal  personal  representative  of  Mrs.  Oerrard  is 
entitled  to  the  fund. 


Note.— See  SUphem  v.  Gadidtn,  mUe,  p.  463. 
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In  re  THOMSON.  ^oy  23, 24. 

30. 
npHE  Petitioner,  Mrs.  Lowe^  employed  Mr.  Thomson  On  payment 

-*-    as  her  solicitor,  from  July,  1863,  to  February,  1865,  g*  ^J^^^^J^'^ 

when  she  discharged  him  and  retained  other  solicitors,  is  entitled  to 

Mr.  Thomson's  bill  of  costs  being  paid,  he  handed  over  JnJtteJT''''' 

to  the  new  solicitors  the  deeds,  books,  papers  and  wHttentothe 

writings  belonging  to  the  Petitioner,  except  the  original  JhW  partwe, 

letters  addressed  to  and  received  by  him  as  the  Peti-  ^"'  "o*  ^^ 

,         ,.  .  t       1     .  1     .     1  1        1       -     copies  of  letters 

tioner  s  solicitor,  and  relatmg  exclusively  to  her  busi-  written  by  the 

ness,  and  except  copies  of  letters  written  by  him  as  the  !?•* j^^'^J** 
Petitioner's   solicitor,  and   exclusively  relating  to  her  unless  they  are 
business,  which  copies  had  been  made  by  him  and  had  cUent.°'  ^    * 
not  charged  for  in  his  bill  of  costs.    These  he  declined      Sembk,  that 
to  deliver  up,  but  he  offered  to  furnish  copies  of  both  entitled  to  re- 
classes  of  letters  at  the  expense  of  the  Petitioner.    This  tain  the  ori- 

Tkir        y  8'"*"  letters 

proposal  bemg  unsatisfactory  to  Mrs.  Lowe,  she  pre-  written  to  him 

sented  a  petition  for  the  delivery  up  of  these  letters  and  ^^  ^  *^*°'' 
copies,  and  which  she  alleged  were  important  to  her  in- 
terests. 

Mr.  Waller,  in  support  of  the  petition.  First,  the 
letters  written  to  the  solicitor  on  his  client's  affairs  were 
received  by  him  and  are  now  in  his  possession,  as  the 
solicitor  and  agent  of  his  client.  They  belong  therefore 
to  the  client,  and,  the  pecuniary  claims  of  the  solicitor 
being  fully  satisfied,  the  Petitioner  is  entitled  to  their 
possession.  Secondly,  the  copies  of  the  letters  written 
by  the  solicitor  were  made  in  the  usual  and  proper  dis- 
charge of  his  duty,  and  they  are  as  important  to  the 
client  as  the  original  letters  to  which  they  are  answers. 
They  belong  to  the  Petitioner  and  their  possession  is  es- 

N  N  2  sential 
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1866.       sential  in  order  to  understand  and  to  explain  tbe  cor- 
"^T"^^^       respondence  which  has  taken  place  relative  to  her  affairs. 
Thomson.     They  form  part  of  her  documents,  and  it  would  be  a 
great  hardship  to  compel  her  to  pay  for  copies  of  docu- 
ments already  made. 

Mr.  Morgan^  contra.  The  solicitor  has  the  property 
or  at  least  a  qualified  property  in  the  letters  sent  to 
him,  and  he  is  entitled  to  retain  possession  of  them ; 
Pope  V.  Curl  (a)  \  Oee  v.  Pritchard(b).  They  do  not 
belong  to  the  client  and  would  not  come  within  the 
terms  of  the  common  order  for  delivery  "  upon  oath  of 
all  deeds,  &c.,  belonging  to  the  Petitioner."  As  to  the 
copies  of  the  letters  written  by  the  solicitor,  they  were 
made  in  his  letter  book,  for  his  own  protection  and  jus- 
tification, and  at  his  own  expense,  for  they  were  neither 
charged  for  in  the  bill  of  costs  nor  paid  for  by  the  client. 
Charges  for  copies  of  such  letters  are  never  allowed  upon 
taxation.  If  the  client  requires  copies,  she  must  bear 
the  expense  of  making  them.  He  referred  to  an  unre- 
ported case  of  JSx  parte  Bosville,  before  Baron  Parke. 

Mr.  Walter,  in  reply.  As  to  the  copies  of  the  letters 
in  question,  the  petition  does  not  allege,  in  words,  that 
they  are  charged  for,  but  it  does  so  iuferentially,  for  the 
copies  are,  in  fact,  taken  and  retained  solely  for  the 
benefit  of  the  client,  and  they  are.  considered  and  paid 
for  in  the  charge  for  the  letters  themselves.  If  the 
solicitor  desires  copies  of  any  of  the  letters,  for  his  own 
purposes,  he  ibay  take  them  at  his  own  expense. 

The  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  at  present  of  opinion,  that  the  copies  of  letters 
written  by  the  solicitor  and  copied  in  his  own  letter 
book  cannot  be  ordered  to  be  given  up,  and  that  if  the 

client 
(a)  2  Atk,  342.  (6)  2  Swamt.  415. 
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client  wants  copies  of  tbem,  she  must  pay  for  them,  but 
as  to  the  original  letterSi  I  shall  reserve  my  judgment. 


In  re 
Thomson. 


The  Master  of  the  RotLS  in  substance  said  : —  ^^  ^^' 

The  copies  made  by  the  solicitor  of  letters  written  by 
him  to  third  parties,  on  his  client's  business,  were  made 
for  his  own  benefit  and  protection,  and  were  neither 
charged  for  by  him,  nor  paid  for  by  his  client.  If  there- 
fore the  client  requires  copies,  she  can  only  have  them 
on  the  terms  of  paying  for  them. 

No  question  arises  as  to  the  letters  from  the  client  to 
her  solicitor,  but  my  impression  is,  that  the  solicitor 
would  be  entitled  to  retain  them. 

As  to  the  letters  written  to  the  solicitor  by  third 
parties,  relating  exclusively  to  the  client's  business,  I 
think  that  they  having  been  received  by  the  solicitor  as 
the  agent  of  the  client  she  is  entitled  to  have  them 
delivered  up  to  her.  My  decision  is  in  no  way  founded 
on  any  questions  of  copyright  or  qualified  ownership. 
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In  re  BAKER. 
BAKER  V.  BAKER. 

The  testator      fTlHE  testator  gave  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to 
gave  his  real        I,.,       t...«, 

and  personal  n^s  brother,  Alfred  Baiter ^  upon  trust,  to  convert 

estate,  on  tnist  ^jj^  gj^^^^  jj^^^  money,  and  stand  possessed  of  the  pro- 
to  raise  such  a  .  .  . 

sum  of  money,  ceeds, ''  upon  trust  to  raise  thereout  and  invest  in  the 

ve8ted*"the"      parliamentary  stocks  or  funds  of  Great  Britain^  or  upon 

dividends         mortgage  or  other  good  security,  such  a  sum  of  money 

the  clear  an-     ^t  when  SO  placed  out  or  invested,  the  dividends  or  in- 

nual  sum  of      terest  thereof  shall  realize  the  clear  annual  income  of 
200/.  a  year,  "^ 

and  to  pay        200/. ;  and  do  and  shall  pay  to,  or  permit  and  suffer  my 

to  Ws^widt!!?^  said  wife,  Elizabeth,  to  take  and  receive  such  dividends, 

for  life,  and       interest  or  annual  income,  by  two  half-yearly  payments, 

sund  pos-         '^^  ^"^  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  provided 

sessed  of  the     ghe  shall  SO  long  continue  my  widow,  but  not  otherwise. 

principal  or  ,«,,  , 

trust  monies  in  And  from  and  after  her  decease  or  second  marnage, 

bro'thira  al*d  whichever  shall  first  happen,  it  is  my  will  and  I  further 

sister.    There  declare,  that  in  case  I  shall  die  without  issue,  the  said 

th^sameper-  ^""^^tee  shall  stand  possessed  of  the  said  principal  or 

*v?  ^^^!^^  ^^  *"^®^  monies,  and  the  stocks,  funds  and  securities  in  or 

raising  there-  "pon  which  the  same  shall  be  invested,  upon  trust  for 

out  the  money  himself   and    my  other   brothers,    Walter  Baker  and 
sufficient  to  •'  .  «, 

realize  the  an-  James  Baker,  and  my  sister,  Louisa,  the  wife  of  Thomas 

iiiife'^"^**On  a    ^^^^f  ^^  equal  shares  and  proportions." 

deficiency  of 

assets,  held, 

that  the  corpia      There  was  a  residuary  clause  giving  the  residue  of  the 

make^eood^h    ^^"^^  monies  arising  from  his  real  and  personal  estate 
widow  s  an-      and  effects  {after  raising  thereout  the  money  sufficient  to 
"*  ^*  realize  the  annuity  for  his  said  wife),  to  the  testator's 

brothers  and  his  sister. 

There 
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There  was  also  a  proviso,  that  in  case  the  testator  died  1856. 

leaving  issue,  the  bequests  to  his  brothers  and  sister  >^^/^>^ 

should  be  void,  and   that  instead  thereof  his  children  BakeIi. 

should  take  the  trust  monies.  Baker 


In  this  suit,  the  accounts,  &c.,  were  taken  and  the 
only  available  residue,  when  invested  in  consols,  would 
only  produce  100/.  a  year.  There  were  some  outstand- 
ing assets  apparently  irrecoverable.  The  question  there- 
fore arose,  on  further  consideration  of  the  cause,  whether 
the  deficiency  of  the  200/.  a  year  ought,  or  ought  not, 
to  be  made  up  out  of  the  corpus  of  the  residue. 

Mr.  Shebbeare^  for  the  Plaintiff,  the  widow,  insisted, 
that  deficiency  of  the  income  to  meet  her  annuity  of 
200/.  a  year  ought  to  be  made  good  out  of  the  corpus  of 
the  residue.    He  relied  on  Wright  v.  Callender  (a). 

Mr.  J.  H.  Pahnerj  for  the  Defendant,  argued,  that 
the  income  of  the  fund  was  alone  liable  to  pay  the 
annuity. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion,  that  this 
case  was  governed  by  Wright  v.  Callender,  and  that  he 
was  bound  to  follow  that  decision;  he  declared,  therefore, 
that  Elizabeth  Baker  was  entitled,  during  her  life  or 
widowhood,  to  the  full  amount  of  the  annuity  of  200/. 
bequeathed  to  her,  and  to  have  the  difference  between 
that  sum  and  the  amount  of  the  dividends  arising  from 
the  residue  made  good  out  of  the  corpus  of  the  fund. 

(a)  2  Dt  G.  Mae.  i  G.  652 ;  Ruu.  370 ;    MiiU  v.   Drewitt, 

and  lee  Hod(Le  v.  Letriii,  1  Beav.  post,  p.   632,  and   Ingleman  ▼. 

431;  Swaliowv.SwaltoWfl  Beao.  Worthington,  V.  C.  KindenUif, 

p.  432,  n. ;  Ofay  v.  Bennett,  1  20th  Nov.,  1855. 

Note. — On  appeal  to  the  Lords  Justices,  they  differed  in  opinion, 
and  the  decision  was  afBrmed.  An  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords  is 
said  to  be  pending. 


V. 

Baker. 
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1865. 


July  2,  3. 

A.  fi.,  being 
entitled  to  a 
share  of  the 
produce  of  a 
testatrix's  real 
and  personal 
estate,  insti- 
tuted a  suit  for 
its  recovery 
and  obtained 
a  decree. 
C.  D.  after- 
wards filed  a 
bill  of  revivor 
and  supple* 
ment,  stating 
that  A.  B,  wai 
domiciled  at 
Siuttgardf  and 
that  by  a 
decree  of  the 
Court  there, 
he  had  been 
appointed 
"  curator  bo- 
norum"  and 
directed  to  get 
in  the  pro- 
perty for 
A.  B.*s  cre- 
ditors.   The 
bill  prayed  a 
revivor,  and 
liberty  to  pro- 
secute the 
original  8Uit,for 
payment  and 
additional 
relief.     A  ge* 
neral  demurrer 
was  allowed, 
on  the  ground 
that  the  relief 
thus  prayed 
could  only  be 
obtained  bv 
original  biU. 


STAEHLEr.  WINTER. 

rriHIS  was  a  demurrer  to  a  bill,  praying  a  revivor. 
The  effect  of  the  statements  in  the  present  bill,  which 
set  out  at  length  the  original  bill|  was  as  follows : — 

Matilda,  the  wife  of  Frederick  Lesinger,  was  entitled 
to  one-fourth  of  the  produce  of  the  residuary  real  and 
personal  estate  of  Mrs.  Warren  Hastings.  In  1864, 
Frederick  Lesinger  and  Matilda  his  wife  instituted  a 
suit  in  this  Court  against  the  executors  and  devisees  in 
trust,  for  an  account  and  payment  of  their  share.  In 
that  cause  {Lesinger  v.  Winter)  a  decree  was  made  on 
the  7th  of  March,  1865,  whereby  **  divers  accounts  and 
inquiries  were  directed,"  but  the  decree  had  not  yet 
been  prosecuted,  and  it  omitted  to  direct  any  account 
of  the  monies  produced  from  the  sale  of  the  said  real 
estates,  or  of  the  timber  thereon,  or  of  the  timber 
and  fir  poles  cut  down,  as  prayed  by  the  4th  and  6th 
paragraphs  of  the  prayer. 

Some  part  of  the  said  share  or  inheritance  of  the  said 
Matilda  Lesinger  had  been  paid  under  the  directions 
of  this  Court  to  the  said  Matilda  Lesinger  or  her  hus- 
band. 

The  said  Defendants,  Frederick  Lesinger  and  Ma- 
tilda  bis  wife,  are  now  and  always  have  been  resident 
and  domiciled  at  Stuttgard,  in  the  kingdom  of  Wurtem- 
berg,  and  were  married  there,  and  are  subject  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Royal  Town  Court  of  Stuttgard,  and, 
by  the  laws  of  Wurtemberg,  the  share  or  inheritance  of 

Matilda 
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Matilda  Lesinger  is  subject  to  the  payment  of  divers 
charges  and  debts,  and  the  Royal  Town  Court  of  iS^ti^^- 
gard  is  the  proper  and  most  convenient  forum  for  the 
administration  and  disposal  of  the  said  shares  or  inhe- 
ritance according  to  due  course  of  law. 

By  a  decree  or  order  of  the  Royal  Town  Court  of 
Stuttgard,  upon  a  report  duly  made  of  the  state  of  the 
debts  of  Frederick  Lesinger  and  his  wife,  and  which 
decree  or  order  is  dated  the  17  th  of  March,  1866,  the 
Plaintiff  was  duly  appointed  provisional  curator  bono^ 
rum,  and  the  Plaintiff  was  thereby  directed  to  take  pro- 
ceedings in  London,  so  that  the  said  inheritance  belong** 
ing  to  the  said  Matilda  Lesinger  should  be  placed  at 
the  disposal  of  the  Town  Court  of  Stuttgard,  or  at 
least,  so  that  the  same  should  not  be  paid  to  Matilda 
Lesinger,  or  to  any  person  by  her  order,  until  it  should 
have  been  shewn  that  the  creditors  have  been  satisfied  ; 
**  as  by  the  said  decree  or  order  to  which  the  Plaintiff 
craves  leave  to  refer,  or  by  a  proper  translation  thereof, 
will  appear.'* 

By  a  further  decree  of  the  Town  Court  of  Stutt^ 
gard,  dated  the  2nd  day  of  May  last  past,  the  Plaintiff 
was  absolutely  appointed  curator  bonorum  of  the  said 
property,  and  was  directed,  forthwith,  to  take  the  neces- 
sary steps  to  call  in  the  said  inheritance  which  had 
reverted  to  Matilda  Lesinger,  for  the  security  of  the 
creditors,  and  to  receive  and  bring  the  same  under  the 
control  of  the  Town  Court  of  Stuttgard,  as  the  com- 
petent Court  for  the  administration  thereof,  as  by  the 
said  last-mentioned  decree,  or  a  proper  translation 
thereof,  will  appear. 

The  bill  prayed, 

**  1.  That  the  suit  and  proceedings  in  Lesinger  v. 

Winter 
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Winter  might  be  revived,  and  stand  in  the  same  plight 
and  condition  as  the  same  were  prior  to  the  Plaintiff 
being  appointed  such  curator  boncfnim^  or  assignee  as 
aforesaid. 

"  2.  That  the  Plaintiff  might  be  at  liberty  to  carry  on 
and  prosecute  the  said  suit  and  proceedings  as  directed 
by  the  decree,  or  as  the  Plaintiff  might  be  advised,  in 
respect  of  the  produce  of  the  sale  of  the  real  estate, 
and  of  the  timber  and  fir  poles. 

''3.  That  the  share  of  itfafiUaZerin^er  might  be  paid 
to  the  Plaintiff,  or  otherwise  placed  at  the  disposal  of 
the  Town  Court  of  iS^tt%arcf,  or  otherwise  that  the  same 
might  not  be  paid  to  Lesinger  and  wife,  until  the  exe- 
cutors, who  had  charges  thereon,  according  to  the  laws 
of  Wurtemberg,  had  been  duly  satisfied." 

The  executors  and  Lesinger  and  wife,  when  within 
the  jurisdiction,  were  made  Defendants  to  this  bill. 

The  executors  demurred  for  want  of  equity. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Bevir,  in  support  of  the  de- 
murrer. First,  the  Plaintiff  has  no  locus  standi  accord- 
ing to  his  own  statement.  He  alleges  that  he  is  curator 
bonomnif  an  office  unknown  to  and  unrecognized  by  the 
English  law.  He  does  not  state  that  he  is  assignee,  or 
that  any  title  whatever  is  vested  in  him,  except  the  duty 
of  receiving  the  produce  of  the  suit  He  is  a  mere  receiver, 
and  even  as  an  incumbrancer  pendente  lite,  a  common 
stop  order  is  all  that  he  is  entitled  to.  Secondly,  there 
is  no  abatement  or  defect  in  the  original  suit,  and  there 
is  nothing  to  justify  a  bill  either  of  supplement  or  re- 
vivor ;  even  if  there  were,  then,  by  the  statute  15  k  16 
Vict,  c.  86,  s.  52,  the  imperfection  ought  to  be  cured  by 
<  an 
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an  order  of  course.  Thirdly^  as  to  the  alleged  omission  1855. 
with  respect  to  the  timber  in  the  decree,  which  is  set  oat 
in  the  bill,  it  can  only  be  remedied  by  rehearing  or  by 
bill  of  review,  in  which  case  the  leave  of  the  Court  is 
necessary.  Lastly,  Lesinger  and  wife,  who  are  resident 
at  the  same  place  as  the  Plaintiff,  are  not  properly  made 
parties ;  process  is  merely  prayed  against  them  when  they 
shall  come  within  the  jurisdiction ;  they  ought  to  be 
served. 

Mr.  R^  Palmer  and  Mr.  Haifff  contri.  Any  person 
obtaining  a  charge  or  incumbrance  on  a  property  has  a 
right  to  file  a  bill  to  enforce  it,  even  pendente  lite.  The 
office  of  curator  honorum  is  well  known  :  be  is  an  as- 
signee, and  in  that  character  is  entitled  to  the  future 
conduct  of  the  debtor's  suit.  The  Court  construes  a 
foreign  instrument  by  its  plain  import;  The  King  of 
Spain  V.  Machado  (a) ;  and  the  answer  of  the  Defendant 
will  more  clearly  shew  its  proper  construction.  The 
law  of  the  domicil  of  Lesinger  and  wife  regulates  their 
rights;  Story* 9  Confl.  (&);  and  the  bill  shews,  that  the 
Plaintiff  now  properly  represents  them  according  to  the 
law  of  Stuttgard.  The  Plaintiff  is  at  least  entitled  to 
relief  respecting  the  timber,  and  if  that  be  so,  the  general 
demurrer  to  the  whole  relief  cannot  be  supported. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  do  not  think  that  this  bill  can  be  sustained.  The 
case  alleged  by  the  bill  is  that  some  change  in  the  in- 
terest of  the  P  iaintiff  has  taken  place.  The  Plaintiffs  to 
the  original  bill  were  entitled  to  one-fourth  of  the  resi- 
duary estate  of  the  testatrix.  This  bill  alleges,  that  by 
the  foreign  law,  the  creditors  of  the  husband  and  wife 
are  entitled  to  have  a  charge  on  it,  and  that  the  Plaintiff 

is 
(a)  4  Rum.  225.  (6)  Sect  376. 
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1855.  is  appointed  by  the  Coart  of  Stuttgard  curaiar  bonomm 
to  enforce  payment  of  the  charge :  that  appeare  to  be  the 
fair  effect  of  the  allegations  of  the  bill.  I  mast  there- 
WiHTBR.  fore  look  on  the  Plaintiff  in  the  light  of  a  person  having 
a  charge  on  the  share  of  the  residuary  legatee;  bat  I  do 
not  know  a  case,  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  a  person, 
having  obtained  pendente  Ute  a  charge  on  a  reBidue, 
may  file  a  bill  to  revive  or  to  amend  the  decree  already 
made  and  make  the  charge  available.  I  f  the  money  be  in 
Court,  the  usual  course  is  to  obtain  a  stop  order  against 
payment  of  any  part  of  it  to  the  Plaintiff  without  notice. 
If  the  fund  be  not  in  Court,  the  usual  practice  is  to  give 
notice  to  the  trustees  not  to  pay  it  to  anybody;  and  if 
there  is  reason  to  apprehend  that  the  trustee  will  not 
act  on  that  notice,  it  is  undoubtedly  in  the  power  of 
the  person  who  has  obtained  a  charge  to  file  a  bill  to 
enforce  hie  security  and  have  beneBt  of  any  decree  in  the 
suit.  But  that  this  must  be  an  original  bill,  in  the  strict 
sense,  appears  from  what  is  stated  by  Lord  Redesdale  (a). 
He  says: — ^  If  a  sole  Plaintiff,  suing  in  his  own  right, 
is  deprived  of  his  whole  interest  in  the  matters  in  ques- 
tion by  an  event  subsequent  to  the  institution  of  a  suit, 
as  in  the  case  of  a  bankrupt  or  insolvent  debtor,  whose 
whole  property  is  transferred  to  assignees,  or  in  case 
such  a  Plaintiff  assigns  his  whole  interest  to  another,  the 
Plaintiff  being  no  longer  able  to  prosecute  for  want  of 
interest,  and  his  assignees  claiming  by  a  title  which  may 
be  litigated,  the  benefit  of  the  proceedings  cannot  be 
obtained  by  a  supplemental  bill,  but  must  be  sought  by 
an  original  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  supplemental  bill," 
Here  the  bill,  if  any,  ought  to  be  an  original  bill,  and 
should  pray  the  benefit  of  the  former  proceedings. 

If  I  were  to  overrule  this  demurrer  I  should  be  holding 

that 
(a)  Pages  65,  98  (4th  edit.) 
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that  a  bill  of  revivor  and  supplement  might  be  instituted, 
after  decree,  where  the  whole  interest  of  the  Plaintiff  has 
been  parted  with.  If  that  be  not  allowed,  it  cannot  be 
allowed  where  the  transfer  is  partial. 

Allow  the  demurrer. 


FINCH  r.  SHAW. 
COLYER  V.  FINCH. 


A  T  the  hearing  of  the  causes,  on  the  18th  of  July,  xhetimea 
•"^^    J  864  (a),  a  decree  for  foreclosure  was  made  in  the  pointed  for  re- 
first  suit,  and  the  second  was  dismissed  with  costs.    The  iiI|^'°on*°" 
decree  was  passed  on  the  31st  of  October  following,  and  terms,  pending 
Colyer,  having  enrolled   the  decree,   appealed   to  the  the  House  of 
House  of  Lords  on  the  14th  of  December.     It  now  stood  ^®^<^' 
17  in  the  list,  and  there  was  no  prospect  of  its  being 
heard  the  present  session  of  Parliament.    The  account 
has  been  taken  in  chambers,  and  a  day  appointed  for  pay- 
ment.    It  was  now  moved,  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant 
Colyer,  that  the  time  appointed  to  redeem  might  be 
enlarged,  until  ten  days  after  his  appeal  to  the  House  of 
Lords  had  been  heard  and  judgment  given  thereon. 

It  appeared  that  Finch  was  in  poor  circumstances, 
living  on  monies  borrowed  on  the  security  of  the  pro- 
perty ;  and  it  was  sworn,  and  not  contradicted,  that  if  the 
money  were  paid,  it  would  never  be  recovered  back  from 
him,  in  the  event  of  the  decision  on  the  Appeal  being 
in  the  Appellant's  favour. 

Mr.  C  Hall  and  Mr.  ilfo^^,  in  support  of  the  motion. 

Mr. 
(d)  19  Bern.  500. 
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Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Osborne,  contra.  Mankiome 
▼.  Corporation  of  Bedford  (a) ;  Way  t.  Fog  (b) ;  The 
Mayor  &c  of  Gloucester  t.  Wood{c);  Rtmrge  ▼. 
Sturge  (d) ;  Seion  on  Decrees  (e)  were  cited. 

TAe  Ma8Tsr  of  the  Roua. 

My  ODiy  doubt  has  been  as  to  the  costs  of  the  suit  I 
think  I  must  order  Colyer  to  pay  into  Court  the  principal 
and  interest  found  dueon  the  mortgage  security  (4,568/. )• 
I  must  then  direct  it  to  be  invested,  and  the  dividends 
to  be  paid  to  JFtncA,  on  his  undertaking  to  repay  them 
if  the  decree  should  be  reversed,  and  Colyer  must  at 
once  pay  the  costs  of  suit  and  of  this  application. 
Thereupon  I  will  enlarge  the  time  to  redeem  until  the 
1st  of  June^  1866,  with  liberty  to  apply. 

Mr.  A.  Pcdmer,  the  investment  must  be  at  the  risk  of 
Colyer* 


The  Master  of  the  RoLLs.^Tbat  must  be  so  (/). 


(a)  17  Fet.  380. 
(6)18ref.452. 

(c)  3  Hare,  150. 

(d)  2  HaU  if  Tw,  469. 
{€)  Page  142,   lit  edit ; 

182,  2nd  edit. 


(/)  Broughtan  ▼.  PUeMord,  6 
Midd.  295;  Taylor  w,  Waien,  \ 
MvL  4  D-.  266;  and  Bridgtr  ▼. 
Wicketu,  v.  C.  Stturt,  3  Dee. 
1855 
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MARRIOTT  V.  TURNER. 

July  4. 
rpHE  testator,  after  certain  devises,  &c.,  devised  the  a  testator  de- 
^    residue  of  his  real  estate  to  a  trustee  in  fee,  in  trust  ^.*!^  *ni^ 
to  accumulate  the  rents  ^*  until  such  time  as  one  of  bis  real  estate  to  a 
grandsons  thereinafter  named  should  attain  the  age  of  ^^^  ^^ 

twenty-one  years,"  and  to  apply  such  accumulated  fund  grandsons  at- 
1.  .1-       •      n.       J-       X  J  J   •  L-     tained  twentjr- 

m  the  manner  theremafter  directed ;  and  m  case  his  one;  and  in 

grandson,  Thomas  Hyde  MarriotL  should  live  to  attain  case  his  grand- 

the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  the  testator  directed  tained  twentjr- 

his  trustee  and  his  heirs  to  stand  seised  of  his  residuary  ^y'iJJ^*^|j^ 

real  estates,  in  trust  to  pay  the  future  rents  and  profits  future  rente." 

thereof  to  the   Defendant,    Thomas   Hyde  Marriott^  to^thTsame 

during  his  life,  with  remainder  to  his  eldest  son  who  trustee  the  r©- 

should  attam  twenty-one,  and  m  default  to  nis  grand-  personal  estate 

son  Joshua  MarriotL  ^  wcumulata 

until  one  of 
hispmidsoDS 
attained 
And  he  bequeathed  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  twenty-one ; 

to  the  same  trustee,  in  trust,  ''  until  one  of  his  said  ^yment'of 

grandsons  attained  twenty-one/'  to  accumulate.    And  ''tbeaggre- 

be  directed  his  trustee  to  stand  possessed  of  the  residue  midue  of  his 

of  his  personal  estate,  and  the  accumulations  thereof,  P«"?n*l  «•*»*• 

and  ite  aoco- 
and  also  of  the  accumulated  fund  to  be  produced  from  mulations  and 

the  rents  and  profits  of  bis  reisiduary  real  estates,*'  in  ^nJ^f^Sbe 

trust  to  pay  the  dividends,  interest  and  proceeds  of  the  rente  to  his 

aggregate  amount  of  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate,  ^^nNul^from 

and  of  such  accumulation  as  aforesaid,  unto   Thomas  and  after  his 

attaining 
Hyde  Marriott^  from  and  after  his  attainment  to  the  twenty-one. 

age  of  twenty-one  years,  during  his  life,"  and  after  his  ^^J^ "  "° 

decease  diree  years 
between  the 
eldest  mndson  and  Thonua  attaining  twenty-one.    Held,  that  the  rente  during  that 
interval  were  undisposed  of  and  passed  to  the  heir  at  law. 
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decease  to  pay  the  priocipal  of  the  residue  of  his  per* 
sooal  estate  and  of  such  accumulations  as  aforesaid,  to 
the  eldest  or  only  son  of  the  body  of  Thomas  Hyde 
Marriott, 

The  testator  died  in  1837.  Joshtta,  the  eldest  g^rand- 
son,  attained  twenty-one  in  August,  1847,  and  Thomas 
attained  twenty-one  three  years  after,  viz.,  in  August, 
1860. 


Mr.  R.  Palmer,  for  the  heir  at  law.  The  eldest  grand- 
son attained  twenty-one  three  years  before  Thomas  at- 
tained a  vested  interest.  The  rents,  therefore,  during 
the  interval  of  three  years,  are  undisposed  of  and  belong 
to  the  heir.  The  rule  is  different  as  to  the  personal 
estate.  He  referred  to  In  re  Drakeleys  Estate  (a); 
Cunningham  v.  Murray  (6). 

Mr*  Prendergast,  for  a  granddaughter. 

Mr.  Freeling,  for  Turner. 

Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  Wichens,  for  Thomas  H.  Mar- 
riott,  contra.  The  intention  of  the  testator  was  mani- 
festly the  same  both  as  regards  the  real  and  personal 
estate,  and  it  is  admitted,  that  as  to  the  personal 
estate,  the  intermediate  income  passed;  the  same 
result  must,  therefore,  follow  as  to  the  rents  of  the  real 
estate  during  the  three  years.  The  real  and  peisonal 
estate  are  here  blended  together,  and  the  **  aggregate 
amount^*  is  given;  the  case,  therefore,  falls  within  the 
authority  of  Genery  v.  Fitzgerald  (c),  where  the  residue 

of 

[a)  19  Beav,  395.  (r)  Jacob,  468. 

{b)  IDeG.^  Sm.  366. 


Marbiott 

V. 
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of  real  and  personal  was  given  to  the  eldest  of  three  1855. 
children  who  should  attain  twenty-one;  and  it  was 
heldy  that  the  intermediate  rents  and  profits  of  the  real 
estate  passed^  as  well  as  the  interest  of  the  personalty.  Toukbb, 
Again,  the  whole  fee  isgiv«n  to  thetrustee,  which  shews, 
that  the  testator  did  not  intend  to  die  intestate.  The 
intention  of  the  words,  *'  until  such  time  as  one  of  my 
grandsons  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,"  is, 
until  one  shall  become  entitled  in  possession,  under  the 
subsequent  gift,  and,  in  the  event  which  has  happened, 
they  refer  to  Thomais  attaining  twenty-one,  in  which 
case  there  will  be  no  interval  or  intermediate  period. 

Mr.  Humphrey 8y  for  John  Marriott,  "Future  rents" 
meain  all  those  accruing  subsequent  to  the  eldest  grand- 
son attaining  twenty-one. 

7%e  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  these  rents  are  undisposed  of.  I  cannot  arrive 
at  the  conclusion,  that  the  testator  has  made  a  disposition 
of  them,  without  introducing  some  words  into  the  will 
and  re-modelling  and  qualifying  the  expressions  used  by 
him.  The  words  '^  until  one  of  his  grandsons  thereinafter 
named  should  attain  twenty-one"  cannot  be  a  description 
of  any  particular  grandchild,  but  means  any  one  of  them 
attaining  twenty-one.  The  testator  says,  in  case  Thomas 
should  live  to  attain  twenty-one,  then  the  trustee  shall 
pay  him  "  the  future  rents."  These  cannot  be  future  to 
his  brother  attaining  twenty-one,  but  must  be  future  or 
after  his  own  attaining  that  a:ge.  It  would  be  contrary 
to  grammar  and  construction  to  say  it  reftrs  to  rents  three 
jrears  prior  to  his  becoming  entitled.  The  testator  has 
left  an  interval  between  the  elder  grandson's  attaining 

twenty- one 

TOL.  XX.  o  o 
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1865. 


Marriott 

V. 

Turner. 


tweDty*oDe  and  the  younger  becoming  entitled,  during 
which  the  rents  are  undisposed  of.  He  might  have  intro- 
duced words  which  would  have  given  these  rents  to  the 
grandson  TTiomas,  but  I  am  of  opinion,  that  I  am  not  at 
liberty  to  introduce  any  such  words. 


July  4. 

Though  DO 
aasignment 
CRD  be  mfide  of 
the  Tcveriion- 
ary  ioterest  of 
a  married 
woman,  bo  aa 
to  bind  her,  io 
the  event  of 
the  death  of 
her  hatband 
in  her  life- 
time, and 
before  it  falli^ 
into  pooei-  ' 
sion,  yet  a 
perfect  con- 
veyance may 
be  made  by 
her  and  her 
husband, 
under  the 
Fines  and  Re- 
coveries Act, 
of  a  reversion- 
ary interest  in 
the  produce  of 
real  estate  di- 
rected to  be 
■old. 


TUER  V.  TURNER. 

rflHE  testator  (a)y  after  providing  for  his  widow, 
**-  ordered,  after  the  decease  of  Barbara  Bell,  his 
widow,  **  all  his  property  and  effects  to  be  sold,  and 
the  money  accruing  out  of  the  same  to  be  disposed 
of  in  manner  following :" — he  then,  in  effect,  gave  one- 
eighth  of  **  the  whole  of  his  then  personal  property"  to 
Sarah  Tuer,  afterwards  the  wife  of  William  EUiott. 


The  testator  died  in  1830. 
personal  estate. 


He  had  real  as  well  as 


In  December,  1836,  William  Elliott  and  Sarah  his 
wife,  by  deed  of  lease  and  release,  duly  acknowledged 
under  the  Fines  and  Recoveries  Act  (J),  conveyed  to 
Hugh  Elliott  all  that  one-eighth  of  Sarfih  Elliott  in 
the  hereditaments  and  premises  devised  by  the  will. 

William  Elliott  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator's 
widow,  and  she  died  in  1852,  leaving  Sarah  Elliott 
surviving  her,  whereupon  the  real  estates  became  sale- 
able.   The  simple  question  was,  whether  the  conveyance 

of 
(a)  See  same  case,  18  Beav.  185.    (6)  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  74,  i.  77. 
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of  the  reversionary  interest  was  valid  as  against  Mrs. 
Elliott. 

t 

Mr.  Hobhouse  for  the  trustees.  ' 

Mr.  Shebbeare  for  Sarah  Elliott.  It  is  clearly  settled, 
that  the  assignment  by  a  married  viroman  and  her  hus- 
band of  a  reversionary  interest  in  a  chose  in  action  is 
unavailing  against  her  if  she  happens  to  survive  her 
husband.  Here  the  testator's  real  estate  was,  by  his 
will,  imperatively  '*  ordered"  to  be  sold,  and  was  thereby 
converted,  out  and  out,  into  personalty.  The  interest 
of  Mrs.  Elliott  was  therefore  a  reversionary  interest  in 
personal  estate  expectant  on  the  death  of  the  tenant  for 
life,  and  it  is  so  treated  by  the  testator,  who  disposes  of 
it  as  "  the  whole  of  my  then  personal  property."  This 
interest,  therefore,  was  not  assignable  by  her  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Abolition  of  Fines  and  Recoveries 
Act  (3  &  4  Will  4,  c.  74).  The  Vice-Chancellor  Knight 
Bruce,  in  Hobby  v.  Collins{a\  was  of  .that  opinion.  He 
said,  ''  It  appears  to  me  doubtful,  at  least,  whether 
Mrs.  Hughes*  right  to  her  260/.  will  be  affected  by  what 
has  been  done,  if  she  shall  become  a  widow  in  her 
mother's  lifetime.  The  point  is  not  new  to  me,  as  I 
have  had  occasion  more  than  once  to  think  of  it ;"  and 
he  directed  the  fund  to  be  paid  into  Court,  and  the 
income  only  paid  to  the  married  woman.  As  the  pro- 
perty here  is  personal  and  reversionary,  and  did  not 
fall  into  possession  pending  the  coverture,  the  assign- 
ment of  it  is  not  binding  on  Mrs.  Elliott. 

Mr.  Bagshawe,  junior,  for  the  representative  of  the 
assignee.  The  question  is  not  whether,  in  equity,  this 
real  estate  is  converted  into  personalty  or  whether  it  is 

reversionary 

(a)  ADeG.if  Sm.  293. 

oo2 
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1866.  reversionary,  for  this  is  admitted^  but  the  real  point  is 
.this  :  whether  the  Fines  and  Recoveries  Act  enables  a 
married  woman  to  dispose  of  it?  The  77th  section 
authorizes  her  to  dispose  of  any  estate  ''  which  she 
alone,  or  she  and  her  husband  in  her  right,  may  have 
in  any  lands  of  any  tenure."  By  the  interpretation 
clause  (a),  the  word  ''estate"  is  made  to  extend  ''to 
any  estate  in  equity  as  well  as  at  law,"  and  to  "  any 
interest,  charge,  lien  or  incumbrance  in,  upon  or  affecting 
lands,  either  at  law  or  in  equity."  The  produce  of  the 
sale  of  lapd  clearly  comes  within  this  definition. 

In  May  v.  Roper  (&)  a  married  woman,  being  entitled 
to  a  share  of  the  proceeds  of  real  estate  directed  to  be 
sold,  joined  with  her  husband  in  assigning  and  levying 
a  fine  of  her  share  to  a  mortgagee,  and  it  was  held^  that 
she  was  barred  of  her  equity  to  a  settlement.  The  Fines 
and  Recoveries  Act  is  only  a  substitute  for  the  former 
mode  of  passing  a  married  woman's  estate  and  interest  in 
land,  andidoeg  not  narrow  but  rather  extends  her  right 
of  disposition.  It  giv«s  her  a  power  to  dispose  oflands^ 
of  any  tenure,  of  money  to  be  invested  in  lands^  and 
any  estate  or  interest  in  lands  either  at  law  or  in  equity. 

Now  so  long  a»  the  land  is  unsold  the  act  applies,  for 
it  is  an  equitable  interest  in  Mrs.  ElliatL  Hobby  v« 
Collins  was  a  surprise  upon  the  profession,  and  is  incon* 
sistent  with  Brigys  v.  Chamberlaine  (c),  where  a  testator 
gave  real  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust. to  sell  and  to  pay 
the  proceeds  to  the  children  of  ^.  jB.,  upon  the  youngest, 
child  attaining  twenty-one.  One  of  the  children,  a 
married  woman,  with  her  husband,  mortgaged  her  share 
and  interest  by  a  deed  duly  acknowledged  purauant  to 

the 

(<i)  Sect  1.  (0  23  Law  Joum,  (CA.)  635. 

(6)  4  Sim.  360. 
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the  Finds  and  Recoveries  Act,  it  was  held,  that  the 
interest  of  the  married  woman  passed  by  the  mortgage. 
He  cited  Forbes  v.  Adams  (a) ;  Sugdm^s  Real  iProp. 
Stat,  (b) ;  1  Jarman  on  Wilk  (c). 

Mr.  SAebbe4xre,  in  tepljr. 

The  Mabtkk  of  the  Rolls. 

I  must  follow  the  later  decision.  The  right  to  the 
proceeds  of  land  directed  to  be  sold  certainly  gives  a 
married  woman  an  equitable  interest  in  the  land. 

I  mu0t  follow  the  decision  of  Vice-Chancellor  Wood^ 
who  seems  to  have  decided  the  case  of  Briggs  v.  "Cham" 
berUme  after  he  had  taken  time  to  consider  the  decision 
in  Hobby  v.  Cotlhu. 

(a)  9  Sim.  462.  {i>)  Page  240.  (c)  Page  538. 


OLDFIELD  V.  COBBETT. 


July  10,  n. 

rpHE  Defendant,  Cobbett,  was  the  executor  of  his  The  Plaintiff 

■*•    father.    The  Plaintiff,  a  creditor,  instituted  this  suit  Jj^S^^  guj^ 

against  him,  on  behalf,  &c.,  for  the  administration  of  the  against  the 

estate;  and,  on  motion  before  decree  (27th  of  August,  estate  was ao- 

1866),  the  Defendant  was   restrained,  by  injunction,  cojr^ngly  ad- 

ministeredf 
from  and  a  decree 
was  made  on 
fnirther  dh*ection8.    The  executor  afterwards  brought  actions  against  the  Plaintiff,  for 
debts  alleged  to  be  due  from  him  to  the  testator,  which  the  Court  restrained  by  injunc- 
tion.   The  Plaintiff  having  died,  the  Defendant  moved,  that  the  suit  might  be  revived 
by  his  representatives,  or,  in  default,  that  the  injunctions  might  be  dissolved.    The 
proceeding  was  held  irregular,  and  the  motion  was  refused  with  costs. 
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1855.  from  getting  in  the  personal  estate  and  eflects  of  the 
testator,  and  a  receiver  was  appointed.  The  usual 
decree  was  afterwards  made  for  the  administration  of 
the  estate,  and  (as  it  was  stated)  the  injunction  and 
receiver  were  thereby  continued.  The  Master  made  his 
report.  Exceptions  were  taken  thereto,  which  were 
overruled,  and  a  decree  on  further  directions  was  made 
in  1841,  but  the  injunction  and  receiver  were  not  thereby 
continued  (a). 

The  Defendant  Cohhett  afterwards  brought  an  action 
against  the  Plaintiff  Oldfield,  to  recover  6,000/.,  which, 
as  he  alleged,  was  due  from  the  Plaintiff  to  the  testator's 
estate.  On  the  7th  of  June,  1842,  an  injunction  was 
granted  to  restrain  the  action  (a).  The  Defendant  re- 
peated the  same  proceedings,  and  a  further  injunction 
was  granted  on  the  28th  of  July,  1843  (J). 

The  Plaintiff  Oldfield  afterwards  died. 

The  Defendant,  in  person,  now  moved,  that  the  in- 
junction granted  on  the  7th  of  June,  1842,  and  that 
granted  on  the  28th  of  July,  1843,  might  be  dissolved, 
unless  the  suit  should  be  revived  by  his  representatives 
within  such  time  as  the  Court  should  appoint.  He  cited 
Lee  V.  Lee  (c)  ;  DanieFs  Prac.  (d). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  will  give  judgment  to-morrow. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

July  11.  The  authorities  cited  in  support  of  this  motion  are  in- 

applicable ; 

(«)  5  Beao.  132.  (c)  I  Hare,  617. 

{b)  6  Beav.  515.  (d)  Page  1427  (2nd  edit.) 
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applicable ;  this  is  quite  a  different  case.  Here  a  decree  1855. 
was  made  for  the  administration  of  the  testator's  estate ; 
and  it  appears,  by  the  report  of  the  Master,  which  is  now 
before  me,  that  the  decree  continued  the  injunction  to 
restrain  the  Defendant  from  collecting  the  assets,  and 
the  Receiver.  The  order  was,  therefore,  made  by  the 
decree.  Subsequently  to  that,  Mr.  Cobbett  brought 
an  action  against  Oldfield,  and  an  application  being 
made  to  this  Court  (a),  Lord  LangdaU  said,  ''  He  had 
no  hesitation  in  granting  an  injunction."  This  order 
was  affirmed  on  appeal  by  the  Lord  Chancellor.  [Mr. 
Cobbett.  Not  that  order.] 

Then  it  remains  unreversed.  Afterwards,  in  1843, 
the  matter  was  again  brought  forward  (&),  when  Lord 
Langdale  said,  ''  After  the  estate  of  the  testator  has 
been  fully  administered  in  this  Court,  and  every  oppor- 
tunity given  to  the  Defendant,  the  executor,  to  examine 
every  charge  on  the  estate,  and  every  particular  con- 
stituting the  estate,  he  cannot  be  permitted,  without 
the  leave  of  the  Court,  to  commence  an  action  to  re- 
cover from  the  Plaintiff  a  portion  of  the  testator's  pro- 
perty." Either  the  order  for  the  injunction  then  made 
remains  untouched,  or  was  affirmed  by  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor. 

It  appears  to  me,  that  this  application  which  is  made 
to  me  is  perfectly  novel,  viz.  that  I  should  call  on  Old- 
fields  representatives  either  to  revive  the  suit,  or  that 
these  injunctions  should  be  dissolved.  Here  the  injunc- 
tions are  perfectly  regular,  and  no  application  has  been 
made  either  for  leave  to  take  any  proceedings  at  law  or  to 
discharge  them.  There  are  various  other  circumstances 
in  the  case ;  the  Master's  report  found  what  the  pro- 
perty 
(o)  5  htac.  132.  (6)  6  htfxo,  515. 
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perty  consisted  of;  the  Defeodant  took  exceptioos, 
which,  OQ  the  12th  of  May^  1841,  were  OTerruIed,  and 
the  report  was  confirmed.  It  appears,  therefore,  to  me, 
that  it  is  proper  that  the  matter  should  remain  as  it 
stands ;  and,  moreover,  that  I  have  no  power  to  alter  or 
remove  these  injunctions. 


Refuse  the  motion  with  costs. 


NoTE.--See  2  Datwrt  Pr,  (2Dd  edit),  1543;    Ttamuu  ▼.  KUr 
vington,  1  Dkkent,  351 ;  Askew  ▼.  Towwend,  2  Dickau,  471. 


July  10. 

A  Plaintiff 
who  has  re- 
quired a  De- 
Kndant  to 
make  an  affi- 
davit as  to  the 
possession  of 
documents, 
under  the 
15  8c  16  Viet. 
c  86,  s.  18, 
may  afterwards 
compel  the 
Defendant  to 
be  cross-exa- 
mined on  such 
affidavit,  under 
the  40th  sec- 
tion. 


KAY  V.  SMITH. 

TTNDER  the  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86  (a),  the  usual  oitler 
^  was,  on  the  25th  of  November,  1864,  made  on  the 
Defendant,  to  file  an  affidavit,  stating  whether  he  had 
in  his  possession  or  power  any  documents  relating  to 
the  msjtters  in  question  and  for  their  production  (6). 

The  Defendant  accordingly,  on  the  1 1th  of  December, 
filed  an  affidavit.  The  Plaintiff  thought  it  unsatisfac- 
tory, but  upon  a  summons  calling  on  the  Defendant  to 
make  a  better  affidavit,  it  was  held  to  be  sufficient  in 
form. 

The  Plainiiff  then  served  the  Defendant  with  a  sub- 
pcBMato  attend  the  Examiner,  and  be  cross^zamined 
on  his  affidavit.  The  Defendant  attended,  but  refused 
to  be  examined,  on  the  ground  that  the  proceeding  was 

irregular. 

(o)  Sect.  18. 

(6)  See  the  form  of  order,  Ordinet  Can.  532,  533. 
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inegular.    A  motion  was  now  made  tbait  the  Defendant       1855. 
•might  attend  and  be  cross^zamined  on  bis  affidavit. 

Mr.  12.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Dickinson,  in  support  of  the 
motion.  By  the  40th  sect  of  the  15  k  16  Vict.  c.  86, 
"  any  party  having  made  an  affidavit,  to  be  used  or 
which  shall  be  used  on  any  claim,  motion,  petition  or 
other  proceeding  before  the  Court,  shall  be  bound  to 
.attend  before  an  examiner,  for  the  purpose  of  being 
cross-examined."    This  section  applies  to  every  case. 

If  the  Plaintiff  had  proceeded  under  the  old  practice, 
he  might  amend  his  bill  and  in  that  way  sift  the  matter, 
and  the  proper  mode  of  obtaining  a  similar  benefit  under 
the  new  practice,  by  a  much  less  expensive  process, 
is  by  a  crpss-examination.  An  answer  is  equivalent  to 
an  affidavit  (sect.  59),  and  it  has  been  held,  that  a  De- 
fendant may  be  cross-examined  on  his  answer. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Speedy  contrcL.  First,  the  affi- 
davit in  question  is  not  within  the  40th  section,  for  it 
was  made  at  the  instance  of  the  Plaintiff  and  for  his 
benefit.  This  is  an  application  by  a  party  to  cross- 
examine  his  own  witness,  which  is  clearly  irregular  and 
has  never  yet  been  allowed  ;  you  can  cross-examine  an 
adverse  witness,  but  not  a  person  whose  evidence  you  are 
yourself  usiog. 

Secondly,  this  affidavit  has  been  held  to  be  sufficient, 
and  is  a  full  compliance  with  the  requirement  of  the 
statute  and  the  exigencies  of  the  order  of  the  Court, 
which  is  merely  to  make  a  satisfactory  affidavit. 

Thirdly,  the  Plaintiff  has  accepted  and  acted  upon 
the  affidavit,  and  has  had  the  production  and  mspection 
of  the  documents,  he  has  therefore  waived  any  further 
right ;  and,  fourthly,  the  40th  section  only  applies  where 

"  any 
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Kay 


15H5.  ''any  cause  or  matter  is  depending/*  and  here  the  cross- 
examination  is  not  in  furtherance  of  any  pending  pro- 
ceeding before  the  Court,  for  the  order  has  been  made 

Smith.        and  complied  with. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  the  case  is  within  the  40th  section.  The  ob- 
jection raised  to  a  cross-examination  on  this  affidavit 
would  equally  apply  to  an  answer,  which  may  be  used 
on  a  notice  of  motion  for  a  decree,  and  which  I  have 
held  is  to  be  treated  as  an  affidavit,  and  renders  the  De- 
fendant liable  to  be  cross-examined  on  it.  This  affidavit 
may  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  production 
of  documents  in  the  Defendant's  possession,  and  I  am 
of  opinion  that  it  comes  within  this  act,  which  provides 
that  a  person  making  any  affidavit  shall  be  liable  to  a 
cross-examination  on  it,  in  case  the  opposite  party  re- 
quires it. 


SMITH  V.  BAKES. 


Julyb,  12. 

A  testator,  who  fJiHOMAS  FENTON  the  elder,  being  possessed 
died  in  1833,      X         ,  ,         ,    ,,  x>      ,/     ,    ,^      ^. 

bequeathed  of  two  leasehold  cottages,  at  Bradford,  by  his 

hTsVx^or''  will,  dated  in  May,  1830,  gave  his  leasehold  cottages 

in  trust  to  sell  and  personal  property  to  his  son,  Thomas  Fenton  the 
and  retain  a 

debt  due  to  younger, 

him  from  the 

testator,  and  hold  the  surplus  for  other  persons.  The  executor  never  proved  the 
will,  but  retained  the  property  in  discharge  of  his  debt.  He  bequeathed  it  by  his  will, 
and  it  was  enjoyed  by  the  tenant  for  life  thereunder  until  1852.  A  legatee  in  re- 
mainder under  the  second  testator  afterwards  instituted  a  suit  to  recover  the  cottages, 
which  was  resisted  by  a  person  claiming  under  the  will  of  the  first  testator.  The  exe- 
cutor's debt  was  alleged  to  be  300/.,  and  the  value,  according  to  one  side,  was  300/., 
and  on  the  other,  360/.,  but  the  value  of  the  property  had  lately  greatly  increased 
from  local  circumstances.  The  Court,  notwithstanding  the  lapse  of  time,  granted  relief 
by  ordering  a  sale. 


Smith 
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younger,  on  trust  "  to  sell  the  cottages,  for  the  best  1855. 
price  that  he  could  obtain,  either  by  private  contract  or 
public  auction,  which  he  should  think  proper,  as  soon 
after  his  decease  as  conveniently  could  be  done,  and  Baees. 
out  of  the  money  thence  arising,  to  reimburse  himself 
or  retain  for  his  own  use  the  sum  of  1542.,  which  he, 
Thomas  Fenton  the  elder,  borrowed  of  him  some  years 
before  the  date  of  his  will,  to  pay  the  executors  of 
the  then  late  Jane  Hudson,  also  to  reimburse  himself, 
Thomas  Fenton  the  younger,  for  funeral  expenses, 
proving  of  his  will,  and  the  maintenance  of  him  the 
said  Thomas  Fenton  the  elder  and  his  wife,  since  the 
11th  day  of  September,  1829,  at  the  rate  of  \5s.  per 
week,  during  the  then  remainder  of  his,  Thomas  Fenton 
the  elder's,  life."  "  And  if  there  was  any  remaining 
surplus,  after  the  above  payments  were  deducted,  he 
willed  that  it  should  be  equally  divided  amongst" 
Thomas  Fenton  the  younger,  the  Defendant  James 
Fenton,  his  grandchild,  and  two  other  persons.  And 
he  appointed  Thomas  Fenton  the  younger  his  executor. 

The  testator  died  in  August,  1833,  his  son,  Thomas 
Fenton  the  younger,  never  proved  his  will,  but  he  took 
possession  of  the  two  cottages  in  satisfaction  of  the 
debt  due  to  him  from  his  father,  the  testator,  and  the 
maintenance  of  15^.  a  week,  which,  according  to  his 
calculation,  amounted  to  307/. 

Thomas  Fenton  the  younger,  by  his  will,  dated  in 
1839,  bequeathed  the  two  cottages  upon  trust  for  his 
wife  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  daughter  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  the  Plaintiflf.  He  died  in  March,  1839, 
and  his  will  was  proved  by  the  Defendants,  Bakes 
and  Ackroyd.  After  the  death  of  Thomas  Fenton  the 
younger,  the  rents  were  received  by  the  tenants  for  life 
under  his  will  until  the  death  of  the  survivor  in  1852. 

The 
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The  Derendant  Jonas  FenUm  afterwards  obtaiDed  lettere 
of  administration,  with  the  will  annexed,  of  tbe  estate 
of  Thomcu  Fenton  the  elder,  and  be  focoogfat  an  eject- 
ment to  recover  the  two  cottages,  hot  feiled  (a),  on  tbe 
ground  that  Thama$  Fenton  the  younger  bad  absented 
to  tbe  bequest  of  tbe  leasehold  to  himself. 

The  Plaintiff,  claiming  as  devisee  under  the  will  of 
TAomat  Fenton  the  younger,  instituted  this  suit  against 
Bakes  and  Ackroyd^  (the  executors  of  Thomas  Fenton 
the  younger,)  and  James  Fenton^  (the  administrator  of 
Thomas  Fenton  tbe  elder,)  to  recover  tbe  two  cottages 
and  the  rents  accrued  due  since  the  death  of  the  tenant 
for  life. 

The  value  of  the  two  cottages  at  the  testator's  death 
was,  according  to  the  Plaintiff's  witnesses,  3002.,  and 
according  to  the  Defendant's  witnesses,  3602. ;  but  the 
|3rQperty  had  since  considerably  increased  in  value,  in 
consequence  of  its  being  near  a  railway  station. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Humphry ^  for  the  Plaintiff.  The 
executor  had  a  right  to  appropriate  and  retain  any 
part  of  the  assets  in  satisfaction  of  his  own  demand,  and 
he  did  retain  this  property,  which  was  not  of  a  greater 
value  than  300/.,  in  discharge  of  his  debt.  The  costs  of 
sale  would  merely  have  created  a  loss  without  benefit- 
ing tbe  legatees.  At  this  distance  of  time  the  trans* 
action  cannot  be  impeached  ;   Roberts  v.  TunstalKfi)* 

Mr.  Pearson  and  Mr.  Ellis^  for  trustees. 

Mr.  C  C.  Barber^  for  James  Fenton.  Thomas  Fenton 
the  younger  was  a  trustee,  and  he  acted  as  such,  though 
he  never  proved  the  will;    that  is  established  by  tbe 

action 

(b)  Fmton  v.  Clegg,  9  Exch,  Rep.  680.  {b)  4  Hart,  257. 
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action  at  law,  which  was  decided  on  his  having  assented 
to  the  bequest.  He  could  not,  therefore^  purchase  the 
trust  estate.  The  trust  now  exists  and  must  be  per- 
formed. There  have  been  no  laches  or  concurrence  on 
the  part  of  James  Fenton,  who  was  only  thirteen  years 
of  age  when  the  first  testator  died,  and,  as  the  will  waa 
not  proved,  he  did  not  become  aware  of  his  rights  until 
1853.    He  cited  Lard  v.  Wightwich(a). 

Mr.  Uoydy  in  reply.  The  executor  has  a<  right  of 
retainer  over  every  species  of  property  for  the  payment 
of  a  debt  due  to  him  by  the  testator.  It  is  a  legal  right,, 
subject:  to  the  inquiry  as  to  the  bona  fides  of  the 
transaction. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

If  the  executor  had  proved  the  will,  I  should  have 
thought  that  there  was  very  little  doubt,  considering  the 
lapse  of  time.     I  will,  however,  consider  the  case. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  July  12. 

The  Defendant,  James  Fenton^  contends,  that  Thomas 
Fenton^  the  younger,  was  a  trustee  of  these  cottages,  and 
that  the  trusts  ought  now  to  be  performed.  The  Plaintiff' 
on  the  other  hand  contests  the  claim,  on  the  ground  that 
Thomas  Fenton  the  younger  took  these  cottages  in  dis- 
charge of  his  debt,  and  having  done  so,  so  long  ago  as 
1833  (now  upwards  of  twenty  years),  this  Court,  will  not 
open  the  transaction,  particularly  as  there  is  evidence  to 
shew,  that  the  cottages  were  not  then  worth  more  than  the 
debt,  and  that  Ttu>mas  Fenton  would  not  have  benefited 

the 
(fl)  4  De  G.  Mac.  Sf  G.  803. 
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1856.  the  legatee  by  selling,  but  would  simply  have  injured 
himself  to  the  extent  of  the  expenses  of  the  sale.  It 
was  possible,  that  for  the  same  reason,  he  neglected  to 
prove  the  will,  and  in  confirmation  of  this  view,  it  is  ob- 
served, that  the  legal  personal  representatives  of  Thomas 
Fenton,  the  elder,  brought  an  ejectment  to  recover  these 
cottages,  and  that  he  failed,  on  the  ground,  that  on  the 
evidence,  it  appeared,  that  TTiomas  Fenton,  the  younger, 
had,  as  executor  of  his  father,  assented  to  the  bequest  to 
himself,  and  that,  therefore,  the  legal  estate  was  not  in 
the  administrator  de  bonis  non.  This,  however,  leaves 
the  question  of  trust  wholly  untouched,  and  though,  con- 
sidering the  lapse  of  time,  I  should  be  rejoiced  if  I  could 
leave  the  matter  undisturbed,  yet  I  do  not  see  how  I  can 
arrive  at  that  result.  Thomas  Fenton,  the  younger,  had 
a  trust  to  perform  and  was  bound  to  perform  it,  and  any 
one  interested  might  have  insisted  on  its  performance, 
unless  he  had  bound  himself  by  laches  or  acquiescence. 
Acquiescence  on  the  part  of  James  Fenian  there  is 
none,  for  Thomas  Fenton,  the  younger,  not  having 
proved  the  will,  he  did  not  enable  James  Fenton  to 
ascertain  his  rights  and  interests. 

Roberts  v.  Tunstall  and  other  cases  were  cited,  in 
which  the  Court  has  refused  to  set  aside  a  transaction 
in  which  the  trustee  had  bought  the  property.  Roberts 
V.  Tunstall  was  the  only  case  that  goes  to  that  extent, 
but  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  there  the  sale  took  place 
with  the  knowledge  of  every  body  interested,  and  a 
considerable  interval  of  time  had  elapsed  since  the 
purchase. 

Persons  who  undertake  a  trust  must  really  perform 
it,  and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  I  cannot  resist  the  right 
which  James  Fenton  has  to  have  the  trust  now  executed, 
notwithstanding  the  length  of  time  which  has  elapsed, 

the 
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the  circumstance  of  the  case  being,  that  Thomas  Fenton,  1855. 
the  younger,  has  kept  the  property  as  his  own,  instead 
of  selling  it  and  ascertaining  what  it  would  produce.  I 
do  not  mean  to  say,  in  coming  to  this  conclusion,  that 
in  a  case  in  which  it  was  tolerably  clear,  that  the  pro- 
perty was  not  nearly  sufficient  to  pay  the  debt,  I  should 
open  the  transaction  at  the  end  of  so  long  a  time ;  but 
so  far  as  I  can  make  out  from  the  evidence,  the  cottages 
were  worth  about  300/.,  being  the  amount  claimed  by  the 
executor  to  be  due  to  him,  while  the  Defendant's  evi- 
dence is,  that  they  were  worth  360/.  The  only  mode  of 
testing  the  value  was  by  a  sale,  and  they  might  have 
sold  for  more. 

In  this  state  of  things,  though  the  Court  will  exercise 
a  discretion  in  these  cases,  I  think  I  am  bound  to  per- 
form the  trusts  of  the  will. 

1  cannot  direct  any  account  of  rents  received  by  the 
mother,  for  she  is  dead  and  not  represented  here,  and 
under  the  circumstances  1  cannot  treat  these  trustees  as 
guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust  in  allowing  her  to  take  the 
rents  under  the  will  of  Thomas  Fenton,  the  younger. 

I  must  direct  the  cottages  to  be  sold  and  the  proceeds 
to  be  disposed  of  according  to  the  trusts  of  the  will  of 
Thomas  Fenton,  the  elder ;  and  for  that  purpose  I  must 
take  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  cottages 
received  by  Thomas  Fenton,  the  younger,  making  all 
just  allowances,  and  an  account  of  what  was  due  to  him 
in  respect  of  his  debt  and  the  funeral  expenses  and 
any  debts  he  may  have  paid,  and  an  account  of  the  per- 
sonal estate,  and  the  balance  must  be  made  good  by  his 
estate. 
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RE  TEMPLEMAN. 

July  13. 
Persona]  ser-       A  N  order  was  made,  od  the  application  of  the  client, 
dtor°o"pro^*'   "^^  ^^^  ^^®  taxation  of  a  solicitor's  bill,  and  the  deli- 

ceedinga  under  very  up  of  the  papers.    The  bill  was  taxed  and,  in- 

a  taxation  di»-  .  . 

penfted  with,     eluding  the  costs  of  taxation,  a  balance  was  found  due 

and  service  by    to  the  client, 
placing  under 
nis  door  sub- 

The  solicitor  having  avoided  personal  service  of  the 
Taxing  Master's  certificate,  and  kept  the  door  of  his 
chambers  closedf 

Mr.  Karslake  applied  for  an  order  for  substituted 
service. 

The  Master  of  tJit  Rolls  ordered,  that'  putting  a 
copy  of  the  Master's  certificate  through  or  under  the 
door  of  the  solicitor's  chambers,  together  with  a  copy 
of  the  present  order,  should  be  deemed  good  service. 
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HALL  r.  CUVE. 


Jufy  17. 


npHE  bill  was  filed  by  Hall  and  Brown,  against  CUve  A  luit  haYing 
■*"    and  others.     Brawn  was  a  mortgagee  under  JJa/Z,  bT^l.^^d^B. 

and  claimed  the  legal  estate*  !>»  mort- 

gagee, as  co- 
Plaintiffi,  fi. 
Before  decree,  the  Plaintiff  Brown  died,  having  ap-  ^»«d  ^^'^^ 
pointed  five  executors,  and  devised  the  mortgage  estate  ^aa  oidered, 

canyon  the 
Mr.  a  Hatt  moved,  under  the  16  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  S^^^T* 

s.  62,  for  an  order  of  revivor  and  supplement,  that  the  executors  and 

devuees. 
surviving   Plaintiff   might  carry  on    the    proceedings 

against  the  five  executors  and  the  two  devisees.  He 
said,  that  against  the  executors,  it  was  a  mere  case  of 
revivor,  but  the  difficulty  was  as  regarded  the  devisees, 
against  whom,  by  the  old  practice,  a  supplemental 
decree  could  not  have  been  obtained  upon  a  defect 
prior,  which  occurred  before  decree.  He  cited  Lash  v. 
Miller  (a),  in  which  case,  upon  the  bankruptcy  of  the 
Defendant  before  the  hearing,  the  Lord  Chancellor 
ordered  that  the  Plaintiff  might  be  at  liberty  to  prose- 
cute the  suit  against  the  assignees,  without  filing  a  bill 
of  revivor  or  supplemental  bill. 

7%£  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

You  may  take  an  order  that  the  surviving  Plaintiff 
may  carry  on  the  proceeding  against  the  executors  and 
devisees. 

(fl)  19  Jurut,  457. 

Note.— HeaM  v.  Lewis,  18  Beav.  527;  Edwardt  v.  Batleyf  19 
Beav.  457. 
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1855. 


July  2,  14. 

By  error  and 
iniatake,  some 
itema  were 
omitted  from, 
and  others  un- 
dercharged and 
overcharged 
in,  a  bill  of 
costa  referred 
for  taxation. 
On  a  petition 
by  the  exe- 
cutor of  the 
solicitor,  li- 
berty was 
given  to  insert 
the  omitted 
items  and  in- 
crease those 
undercharged, 
but  he  was  not 
allowed  to  de- 
crease the  over- 
charges, and 
the  costs  of 
the  application 
were  ordered 
to  be  paid  by 
the  Petitioner. 

Pending  a 
taxation,  both 
the  solicitor 
and  client 
died,  the  re- 
ference was 
revived,  and 
the  taxation 
continued  be- 
tween the  re- 
presentatives. 


RE  WHALLEY. 

TN  December f  1849,  the  usual  order  was  made  upon 
-*-  William  Whalley,  a  solicitor,  to  deliver  bis  bill  of 
costs  against  Cole,  his  client,  and  for  its  taxation.  The 
bill  was  delivered  after  considerable  delay,  but  Cole 
died  in  1851,  and  Whalley  in  1852,  before  the  bill  had 
been  taxed. 

By  an  order  of  the  3rd  of  March,  1854,  made  upon 
the  petition  of  the  executor  of  Cole,  it  was  ordered,  that 
the  order  of  December,  1849,  and  the  proceedings 
thereunder,  should  be  revived,  and  that  the  taxation 
thereof  directed  should  be  carried  on  between  the  exe- 
cutor of  Cole,  and  the  executor  of  Whalley  (a). 

The  Master  proceeded  to  tax  the  bill,  but  before  he 
bad  completed  it,  the  executor  of  Whalley  presented  a 
petition,  stating,  that  by  error  and  mistake,  there  were, 
in  the  bill  delivered  by  Whalley,  certain  undercharges, 
overcharges,  and  omissions,  which  he  specified  by  refer- 
ence to  some  documents,  and  that  on  the  taxation  the 
Master  had  made  improper  disallowances  in  the  bill  of 
costs.  The  Petitioner  stated,  *'  That  he  was  desirous  of 
rectifying  the  items  of  undercharge,  by  increasing  or 
enlarging  the  same,  of  amending  the  items  of  over- 
charge, by  decrease  thereof,  of  inserting  such  omissions 
in  the  bill  now  under  taxation,  and  of  carrying  in  before 
the  said  Master  an  additional  bill  of  items  of  business 
done  by  Whalley  for  Cole,  omitted  to  be  charged  in  the 

bill 
(a)  Hand*t  Pr.  252. 
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bill  already  delivered,   subject  to  the  taxation  by  the 

Master,  and  that  the  Master  might  review  his  taxation 

Re 
as  to  the  items  of  allowance.  Whallet 

The  petition  prayed,  that  the  items  of  undercharge 
might  be  increased,  the  overcharges  decreased,  and 
the  omissions  inserted  in  the  bill  now  under  taxa- 
tion, and  that  an  additional  bill  of  items  of  business 
done  by  Whallet/  for  Cole,  omitted  to  be  chained  in  the 
bill  already  delivered,  might  be  carried  in  before  the 
Master,  subject  to  his  taxation  ;  that  the  Master  might 
be  ordered  to  review  his  taxation  as  to  the  said  items  of 
disallowance,  and  that  the  executor  of  Cole  might  be 
further  ordered  to  pay  what  the  Master  should  report 
due  to  the  Petitioner  on  such  additional  bill. 

The  Petitioner  in  person  supported  the  petition.  He 
referred  to  In  re  Walters  (a),  in  which  case,  "  pending 
a  taxation,  leave  was  given,  upon  special  application,  to 
carry  in  an  additional  bill  for  specified  items  of  under- 
charge and  omission,  arising  from  error  and  mistake." 

Mr.  J.  H.  Taylor,  contra.  lie  Catlin(b)  was 
cited. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  propose  to  consult 
the  Taxing  Master.  I  think  the  Petitioner  will  not  be 
allowed  to  diminish  any  of  the  items,  and  he  must  de- 
liver to  the  Court  and  to  the  Respondent  a  list  of  items 
which  he  wishes  to  increase  and  to  add. 

The 


(a)  9  Beav.  299.  (6)  18  Beav,  519 ;  and  see  ibid.  n.  (a). 

P  p2 
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The  Maatsr  of  the  Rolls. 

After  consolting  the  Taxing  Master,  and  looking 
Jufy  14.  into  the  list  of  new  items,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  Petitioner  should  be  at  liberty  to  deliver  a  new 
bill  of  the  omitted  items  and  to  increase  the  under- 
chaiges,  but  this  ought  not  to  affect  the  question  of  the 
costs  of  the  taxation,  under  the  existing  order  of  reference. 

Beyond  this,  the  petition  must  be  dismissed,  that  is,  so 
far  as  it  prays  for  liberty  to  decrease  the  items,  to  review 
the  taxation,  and  for  payment  of  what  may  be  found 
due  on  the  additional  bill.  So  far  as  the  Petitioner 
asks  to  alter  the  bill  already  delivered,  by  increasing 
the  undercharges  and  adding  omitted  items,  the  Peti- 
tioner may  be  at  liberty  to  do  so  within  a  fortnight 

Refer  the  matter  to  the  same  Taxing  Master,  who  is 
not  to  regard  these  new  matters  in  relation  to  the  ques- 
tion of  the  costs  of  taxation  under  the  old  order. 

The  Petitioner  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  present 
petition. 
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1866. 


MARKHAM  v.  WATT. 

July  23. 

IfZ^ATHERINE  SMITH,   being   poflsessed  of  a  j.  bequeathed 
'^     leasehold  messuage  in  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  th^b^nSof ' 
in  Cambridye,  bequeathed  it  to  two  trustees,  upon  trust  B.,  and  gave 
for  the  separate  use  of  her  daughter  Ann,  the  wife  of  to  apiMiii7it 
the  Plaintiff  TAomas  MarkAam,  and  to  convey  it  as  she  by  will,  and, 
should  by  deed  or  will  appoint;  ''  and  in  default  of  any  j.'« «« nearest 
such  direction,  appointment,  gift  or  bequest,  then  upon  <>f  ^n^^^ed, 
further  trust  that  her  trustees,  from  and  immediately  the  same  man- 
after  the  decease  of -Ann  MarkAam,  should  dispose  of  [jfj  ^^'JIJl^  ^^ 
the  said  leasehold  estates,  or  so  much  thereof  as  should  nj^de  for  the 
remain  unappointed  and  undisposed  of  by  her,  to  and  intestates' 

amongst  the  nearest  kindred  ofAer'*  [KatAerine  SmitA],  ®5^^"  i.^° 

D.  i  death 
''precisely  in  the  manner  directed  by  the  statute  made  without  ap- 

for  the  distribution  of  intestates'  effects."  E^ld^h^t^he 

next  of  kin  of 

KatAerine  SmitA  died  in  1833,  leaving  Ann  MarkAam  fj^^^rnlt 

her  sole  next  of  kin.  those  at  the 

death  of  fi. 
were  entitled. 

In   1846,  Ann  MarkAam  made  her  will,  and  she  ^  A  ^^^'^ 

having  two 
thereby  bequeathed   her  two  leasehold  messuages  in  leaseholds,  at 

St.  Giks,  Cambridge  (being  the  whole  of  fa^r  lease-  ^'ueathed 

hold  property,  exclusive  of  that  in  St.  Mary's),  unto  the  those  at  X  to 

Plaintiff,  her  husband,  for  life,  and  directed  that  after  ^°^  directed 

his  decease,  the  same  should  form  the  residue  af  her  that  after  her 

leituAold  estate  thereinafter  bequeathed.    Aad,  after  should  "  form 

making  ^^®  residue  of 
^  her  leasehold 
estates  there- 
inafter beaueathed."    She  then  bequeathed  all  the  residue  of  her  leaseholds,  *'  what- 
soever and  wheresonrer,'*  not  thereinbefore  otherwise  disposed  of.     Held,  that  the 
leaseholds  at  F.  also  passed  under  the  residuary  gift. 

The  term  **  nearest  of  kindred/'  with  reference  to  the  Statute  of  Distributions,  has 
the  same  meaming  as  '*  next  of  kin." 
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1855.  making  divers  other  devises  and  bequests,  Mrs.  Mark- 
ham  devised  and  bequeathed  **  all  the  residue  and  re- 
mainder of  her  freehold  and  leasehold  messuages  or 
tenements,  lands,  hereditaments,  estate  and  premises, 
whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  not  thereinbefore  other- 
wise disposed  of,  and  over  which  she  had  any  disposing 
power  by  her  will,  unto  James  Ivatt  and  Robert  EmsoUy 
their  heirs,  &c.,  upon  trust,  at  such  time,  after  the 
decease  of  her  husband,  an  to  them  should  seem  most 
expedient,  to  sell  and  stand  possessed  of  the  produce, 
upon  trust  to  pay  the  several  legacies  therein  men- 
tioned. 

Mrs.  Markham  died  in  1847,  and  at  her  decease  the 
Defendant  Jnn  Cotton  was  one  of  the  "nearest  kindred" 
of  Katherine  Smith.  As  such  she  claimed  an  interest 
in  the  leasehold  premises  in  St.  Mart/s. 

This  bill  prayed  a  declaration  of  the  rights  of  the 
parties  to  the  leasehold  in  St.  Marys,  and  for  a  decla- 
ration that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  thereto,  absolutely 
or  for  life. 


Mr.  Beales,  for  the  Plaintiff:  The  leasehold  in  St 
Mary's  belonged  to  Mrs.  Markham^  as  sole  next  of 
kin  of  her  mother,  and  formed  part  of  her  estate  at 
her  decease.  It  was  not  appointed  by  her  will,  nor  is 
it  comprised  in  the  residuary  gift,  for  the  testatrix  ex- 
pressly directs,  that  the  leaseholds  in  St,  Giles  s  alone 
"shall  form  the  residue  of  her  leasehold  estates  there- 
inafter bequeathed.*'  The  St.  Mary^s  leasehold,  in 
default  of  appointment,  belonged  to  Mrs.  Markham^ 
as  next  of  kin  of  her  mother,  and  being  undisposed 
of,  passed  to  the  Plaintiff  jttr«  mariti.  Secondly, 
"  nearest  of  kindred,  precisely  in  the  manner  directed 

by 
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by  the  Statute  of  Distributions/'  is  the  same  as  **  next  of 
kin"  according  to  the  statute,  and  they  must  be  ascer- 
tained in  the  same  way,  namely,  at  the  death  of  Kathe- 
rine  Smith ;  ElmsUy  v.  Young  {a) ;  Lasbury  v.  New* 
port  (i) ;  Gundry  v.  Pinniger  (c)  ;  Cable  v.  Cable  {d) ; 
Say  V.  Creed  (e). 

Mr.  Forster,  for  Ann  Cotton.  There  having  been  no 
execution  by  Mrs.  Markham  of  the  power  given  her 
by  her  mother's  will,  the  St,  Manfs  leasehold  passed 
under  the  ultimate  limitation  in  Mrs.  SmitKs  will  to  her 
"  next  of  kindred  ;"  Anderson  v.  Dawson  (/).  This  ex- 
pression differs  from  the  term  "  next  of  kin."  The 
period  of  division  is  the  time  for  ascertaining  the  class, 
and  therefore  the  persons  who  were  nearest  of  kin  of 
Mrs.  Smith,  living  at  the  death  of  Mrs.  Markham,  are 
entitled ;  Tiffin  v.  Longman  (g) ;  Jones  v.  Colbeck  (A). 
The  testatrix  desires  a  division  to  be  made ;  that  would 
be  impossible  if  the  Plaintiff's  construction  be  cor- 
rect, for  she  bad  an  only  child,  who  would  have  taken 
solely  and  exclusively.  It  is  impossible  that  the  testa- 
trix could  have  meant,  that  on  the  death  of  her  daughter 
without  making  an  appointment,  the  property  should 
pass  to  her  husband.  Secondly,  the  residuary  gift  com- 
prises everything  not  before  disposed  of. 

Mr.  Ooren,  for  the  trustees. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

My  opinion  is  against  the  Plaintiff,  on  the  will  of 
Ann  Markham.    The  residuary  gift  is  too  large  to  be  cut 

down 

(a)  2  MyL  ^  Keen,  780.  (e)  5  Hare,  580. 

(6)  9  Beav.  376.  (/)  16  Ves,  532. 

(c)  14  Beav.  94.  (^)  15  Beav.  275. 

{d)  16  Beav,  507.  {h)  8  Kes.  38. 
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1856.  down  and  limited  in  its  operation  to  the  two  leaseholds 
in  Sl  OiUs's.  The  testatrix  gives  these  two  leaseholds 
in  St.  OUe8*8  to  her  husband  for  life,  and  directs  that 
after  his  decease  the  same  shall  form  the  residue  of  her 
leasehold  estates  thereinafter  bequeathed.  She  after- 
wards bequeaths  the  residue  of  her  leaseholds,  ''  what- 
soever and  wheresoever,  not  thereinbefore  disposed  of." 
Here  is  the  largest  possible  residuary  clause,  and  it 
includes  a  leasehold  she  had  power  to  dispose  of,  and 
which  had  not  previously  been  disposed  of.  I  mm  of 
opinion  that  I  cannot  cut  down  the  general  disposition, 
and  say  that  the  8l  Mary's  leasehold  is  not  included 
in  the  residuary  gift. 

If  the  dispositions  were  inconsistent,  I  must  give 
effect  to  the  latter  (a).  I  think  tliat  the  residuary  clause 
comprises  everything,  and  that  after  the  death  of  her 
husband,  it  must  be  sold  for  the  benefit  of  the  persons 
named. 

With  respect  to  the  other  question,  it  appears  to 
me  to  be  the  same  question  which  I  have  had  before. 
The  gift  is  to  the  daughter,  with  a  power  of  appoint- 
ment, and  in  default  to  the  nearest  of  kindred  of 
Katkerine  Smithy  **  precisely  in  the  same  manner  di- 
rected by  the  Statute  "  of  Distributions.  I  am  asked 
to  distribute  it  not  in  the  manner  directed  by  the  statute, 
but  between  persons  who  would  have  been  the  next  of 
kin  of  Katherine  Smith,  ^f  she  had  died  at  the  same 
time  as  her  daughter.  I  am  of  opinion  that  such  a 
construction  is  contradicted  by  all  the  late  decisions. 
The  words  ^'  nearest  of  kindred,"  and  "  next  of  kin," 
have  the  same   meaning  when  reference  is   made    to 

the 

(a)  Sherrait  v.  Beniley,  2  Brocklebank  v.  Johnton,  Mte,  p. 
MyL  Sf  X.  149;  Co.  LiU.  112b;       205. 
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the  Btatote.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  daughter  of 
Mrs.  Smith  took  the  leasehold  aa  the  sole  next  of  kin  of 
her  mother* 

Declare  that  the  St.  Mary's  property  is  undisposed  of 
during  the  Plaintiff's  life,  and  that  at  his  decease  it 
passes  under  the  residuary  bequest  contained  in  his  wife's 
will. 


BAYNARD  v.  WOOLLEY. 
WEARING  V.  BAYNARD  and  WOOLLEY. 

April  20. 
TN  1844,  Henry  Wearing,  of  Truro,  assigned   two  There  is  no 
-*-  policies  and  all  moneys  owing  to  him,  to  the  Plain-  JJJJ^  ^T^ 
trff,  Baynard,  and  the  Defendant,  Woolley,  in  trust  for  wrong-doer 
himself  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  wife,  Catherine  bill."**Tber^ 
Wearing,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  son.    The  trus-  «pon,  if  J. 
tees  were  to  invest  the  trust  funds  "in  the  parliamentary  trustees,  have 
stocks  or  public  funds  of  Great  Britain,  or  at  interest  «>njmitt^  a 

'^  .  .      „  breach  of 

Upon  any  other  securrties.  trust,  and 

are  equally 
liable,  but  B. 
The  settlor  died  shortly  after,  and  the  trustees,  having  received  the 

received  400/.  trust  money,  paid.it  into  their  bankers,  may^ug'tidna 

but  afterwards  lent  it  to  Woolley.     Woolley,  who  also  bill  against  B. 

owed  the  trust  a  sum  of  100/.,  thereupon  signed  the  fol-  cover  the  * 

lowing  memorandum  : — *'  16th  May,  1845.    I,  George  f"®*}?^' J*'/^® 

Woolley,  do  hereby  acknowledge,  that  I  am  indebted  to  trust. 

the  estate  of  the  late  Mr.  Henry  Wearing,  of  Truro,  the  jo^^ent""*^ 

sum  of  600/.,  with  interest  on  the  same  at  4/.  per  cent,  signed  by  a 

per  annum,  holding  the  deeds  of  my  house  as  a  col-  ^^  indebted 

lateral  security,  and  policies  of  insurance.  ^  *^«  ^™>^ 

construed  to 

"  George  Woolky."      ^^^y^'^ 

The  mortgage  in 
favour  of  the 
trust,  notwithstanding  a  denial  by  the  answer. 
The  Plaintiff*,  a  tenant  for  life,  having  received  five  per  cent,  on  an  investment,  which 
she  knew  to  be  and  insisted  was  improper,  was  ordered  to  account  for  the  excess 
beyond  four  per  cent.,  for  the  benefit  of  the  trust. 
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The  title  deeds  of  his  house  were  at  the  time  in  the 
possession  of  the  Plaintiff,  JBaynard,  in  respect  of 
a  debt  due  to  another  person,  and  secured  on  the  same 
property  by  a  term  of  600  years. 

Catherine  Wearing  was  soon  jafterwards  informed, 
that  the  money  had  been  lent  to  WooUey  on  the  above 
security,  and  she  received  the  interest  from  him  at  4/. 
per  cent,  from  May^  1846,  to  November^  1846,  and,  at 
her  request,  it  was  raised  to  6/.  per  cent,  from  November ^ 
1846,  to  May,  1863,  since  which  time  no  interest  had 
been  paid. 

In  November  J  1846,  Wearing^  the  son,  conveyed  all 
his  real  and  personal  estate  to  Lloyd,  for  the  benefit  of 
his  creditors. 

JBaynardSied  this  bill  against  WooUey,  Mrs.  Wearing, 
her  son  and  Lloyd,  and  prayed  for  the  administration  of 
the  trusts,  for  the  recovery  from  WooUey  of  the  600/. 
and  the  realization  of  the  securities.  The  bill  insisted, 
that  Catherine  Wearing  had  concurred  in  the  loan  and 
that  her  interest  in  the  funds  was  answerable  for  any 
losses. 

The  second  suit  was  instituted  by  Mrs.  Wearing  and 
her  son,  for  the  performance  of  the  trusts  and  to  make 
the  trustees  liable  for  the  breach  of  trust. 


Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  E.  Smith,  for  the  Plaintiff.  First, 
WooUey,  having  received  the  trust  money,  must,  in  tlie 
first  instance,  be  ordered  to  replace  it.  Secondly,  Mrs. 
Wearing,  by  receiving  the  interest  for  seven  years,  has 
sanctioned  the  investment,  and  ^'as  long  acquiescence  is 
equivalent  to  an  original  concurrence,''  her  interest  must 
be  attached  in  order  to  reinstate  the  trust  fund  ;  Trafford 

V.  JBoehn 
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V.  Boehn  (a)  ;   Phillipson  v.   Gatty  (6) ;    Browne  v. 
Cross  {c)',  Booth  v.  Booth  (d). 


1866. 


Mr.  Nalder,  for  Woolley  and  Lloyd,  argued,  first,  that 
the  instrument  did  not  constitute  an  equitable  mortgage ; 
Ex  parte  Finden  (e).  Secondly,  that  the  creditors'  deed 
vested  the  estate  in  Lloyd,  who  had  no  notice  of  any  and  Another, 
prior  charge,  and  therefore  had  priority;  and  thirdly, 
that  a  wrong-doer  could  not  file  a  bill  for  contribution, 
the  rule  of  law  being  clear,  that,  as  between  tortfeasors, 
there  is  no  equity.  Attorney- General  v.  Wilson{f)  was 
also  cited. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  entirely  dissent  from  the  last  proposition,  that  a 
wrong-doer  can,  in  no  case,  file  a  bill.  Take  this  illus- 
tration,— where  two  trustees,  having  the  trust  fund  in 
their  bands,  divide  it  between  them,  and  afterwards  one 
of  them  says,  "I  have  joined  my  co-trustee  in  com* 
mitting  a  breach  of  trust,  but  I  am  ready  and  willing 
to  pay  into  Court  the  whole  of  the  trust  fund,  if  no 
part  can  be  recovered  from  the  co-trustee."  This  Court 
would  undoubtedly  compel  the  other  trustee  to  make 
good  the  breach  of  trust,  though  the  PlaintiflP  may  have 
concurred  in  it,  it  being  his  duty  to  secure  the  trust  fund 
for  the  benefit  of  the  cestuis  que  trust,  and  to  such  a  suit 
the  trustees  alone  are  necessary  parties.  The  books  are 
full  of  cases  {g),  in  which  the  trustees  have  called  on  their 
co-trustees  to  replace  funds,  notwithstanding  they  have 
themselves  been  guilty  of  acts  not  in  accordance  with 

their 


(fl)  3  Atk.  p.  444. 
{b)  7   Hare,  531 ;    2  HaU  ^ 
TwelU,  459. 

(c)  14  Beav.  113. 

(d)  1  Bcav.  125. 
(«)  11  Fir«.  404,  n. 

(/)  Craig  ^PhilLU 


(g)  Lingardy.  Broml^fl  Vet, 
4  B.  114;  Franco  v.  Franco^  3 
Vet.  75;  Greemoood  v.  Wnke- 
/orrf,  1  Bean.  576 ;  May  v.  Selby, 
1  r.  4- C.(C.C.)  235;  Robinaon 
V.  Eoaru,  7  Jur.  738;  Bridget  y. 
Hamet,  1  CoU.  72. 


«ii4  AaotW. 
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1865.       their  duty.     If,  therefore^  this  were  a  case  between  two 

''^-'"^^      trustees,  one  calling  on  the  other  to  make  good  the 

P^  breach  of  trust,  I  should  see  no  objection  to  the  frame 

WOOUBT.        of  it. 

Wbaviihi 

Baykah^  As  to  the  equitable  deposit,  the  Defendant  denies  in 
his  answer,  that  he  did  deposit  the  deeds  with  the  Plain- 
tiff; but  the  state  of  the  case  is  this : — Baynard,  one  of 
the  trustees,  had  in  his  possession  the  title  deeds  relating 
to  Woolley*8  house  as  a  secnrity  for  another  debt,  and 
Woolley  was  aware  of  that  fact.  A  trust  fund  of  400/. 
being  in  the  hands  of  the  Plaintiff  and  Woolley^  the 
Plaintiff  suggests  to  WooUey  that  he  should  take  this 
sum  and  employ  it  in  his  business.  Woolley^  who  also 
owes  the  trust  estate  lOOf.,  accedes  to  this  proposal,  and 
on  the  16th  of  May^  1846,  signs  a  docutnent,  on  an 
ordinary  bill  stamp,  in  the  following  words : — '*  I,  Ge&ryt 
WtKiUy^  grocer,  of  IViiro,  do  hereby  acknowledge,  that 
1  am  indebted  to  the  estate  of  the  late  Mr.  Henty 
Weariny^  of  Truro,  the  sum  of  500/.,  with  interest  oa 
the  same  at  it  per  cent  per  annum,  holding  the  deeds 
t)f  my  house  as  a  collateral  security,  and  pdicies  of  in- 
sorance." 

What  is  the  meaning  of  the  words  "  holding  the  deeds 
of  my  house  as  m  coHatersl  security"  for  600/.?  Who 
hdd  them  ?  Why,  his  oo-trustee,  to  whom  the  docu- 
ment was  given.  The  law  is  clear,  that  where  there  is 
a  deposit  of  title  deeds  to  secure  a  debt,  the  equitable 
mortgagee  may  by  agreement  add  further  advances  to 
the  amount  for  which  they  are  deposited.  The  fact 
must  be  proved,  but  it  need  not  be  in  writing.  This 
does  not  rest  on  a  parol  allegation  of  one  person  denied 
by  the  other,  for  here,  the  last  passage  in  the  written 
instrument  is  susceptible  of  no  other  construction  than 
this : — that  the  deeds  were  to  be  held  by  the  Plaintiff 

as 
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as  a  security  for  the  500/.    This,  in  my  opinion,  con-        1856« 
stituted  an  equitable  mortgage,  and  the  estate,  unless  it 
has  been  disposed  of,  is  chargeable  with  the  money. 

It  is  staled,  however,  thai  WooUejf  has  conveyed  tba 
whole  of  this  property  to  Lloyd  for  the  benefit  of  his 
creditors.  The  deed  is  for  value  and  without  notice  of 
the  previous  charge,  but  then  it  appears,  that  the  legal 
term  is  now  effectually  vested  in  the  Plaintiff,  and  Lloyd 
has  merely  the  legal  estate  in  the  reversioa  expectant  on 
the  expiration  of  the  term  of  500  years.  After  that 
period  he  will, at  law,  become  entitled  to  the  property,  and 
in  equity  as  soon  as  the  first  mortgage  has  been  satisfied : 
that  is  the  extent  to  which  he  is  entitled.  As  to  the 
Plaintiff,  I  think  he  is  liable  to  repay  the  whole  trust 
fund  if  it  cannot  be  recovered  from  Woolley. 

I  have  now  to  consider  the  rights  as  between  Baynard 
and  Catherine  Wearing^  and  having  attended  to  the 
evidence,  T  do  see  nothing  which  amounts  to  an  acqui- 
escence by  her  in  what  had  been  done  by  the  trustees, 
for  the  purpose  qi  rendering  her  liable  to  make  good 
the  amount. 

The  point  on  wbicb  I  wish  to  bear  Mr.  R.  Palmer  is^ 
whether  she,  having  had  the  benefit  of  investment,  ia 
entitled  to  relief^  without  repaying  that  which  she  haa 
received  beyond  that  which  the  fund  would  have  pro«« 
duoed  if  it  had  been  in  a  proper  state  of  inveatment* 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Daunay,  for  the  widow, 
referred,  on  this  point,  to  the  terms  of  the  power  to 
invest,  and  to  Rohimon  v.  Robinson  (a)« 

The 
(a)  1  De  O.  Mac.  ^  G,  247. 
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1865. 
Batnard 

V. 
WOOLLET. 

>^EARINQ 
V. 

Batnard 
and  Another. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  cannot  give  her  more  than  4/.  per  cent,  and  I  think 
I  must  make  her  account  for  the  excess  of  income  paid 
to  her  beyond  the  amount  of  interest  at  4/.  per  cent,  on 
the  400/. 


Note.— See  Lkhfitbi  v.  Baker,  13  Beao,  447 ;  Bate  ▼.  Hooper,  5 
De  G.  Mac.  ^  G.  338. 


TN  1837,  the  Plaintiff,  Jacob  Pariente,  a  merchant 
-*"    at   Tangiers,  employed  the  Defendant,    Sir  John 


PARIENTE  i;.  LUBBOCK. 
Jii/5^2,3,4. 

An  aeent  is 

bound  to  act 

in  the  best 

manner  he  can  Lubbock,  and  his  late  father,  merchants  in  London,  as 

cipal,  and  in      ^^^  consignees  and  agents.    The  course  of  dealing  be- 

matters  which   tween  the  Plaintiff  and  the  London  house  was  of  this 

are  lefl  to  an 

agent's  discre-   nature  : — the  Plaintiff  consigned  goods  to  the  London, 

only  aafo  "the  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^^^^  correspondents  abroad,  the  goods  were 
benefit  of  his  sold,  and  the  proceeds  having  been  received  by  or  re- 
mitted to  the  London  house,  were  invested  in  the  pur- 
chase of  return  cargoes,  and  these  were  sent,  to  or  to 
the  order  of  the  Plaintiff.  During  these  transactions, 
the  Plaintiff's  son,  Judah  Pariente,  resided  in  London, 
and  he  superintended   the  purchases  and  sales,  made 

there 


princinaL 

A  foreign 
merchant  di* 
rected  his  cor- 
respondent in 
England  to 
treat  any  cou- 
stgnment  as 
his  son's  (who 
was  in  £iig- 


iand  and  su- 
perintended the  sales  and  purchases),  and  to  acknowledge  him  owner  of  the  money,  so 
that  he  might  dispose  thereof  as  if  it  was  his  own  money.  By  the  direction  of  the  soriy 
moneys  in  the  hands  of  the  correspondent,  belonging  to  the  father,  were  applied  by 
him  in  paying  a  private  debt  of  the  son  to  the  correspondent.  Held  (overruling  the 
decision  of  the  Master),  that  the  transaction  was  valid. 
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there  on  the  Plaintiff's  account,  and  was  allowed  by 
the  Plaintiff  a  commission  for  this  superintendence. 
Judah  Pariente  also  carried  on  business  in  London  on 
his  own  account,  and  in  the  course  of  that  business  had 
lai^e  transactions  with  Messrs.  Lubbock, 

In  1839,  the  Plaintiff  wrote  three  letters  to  Messrs. 
Lubbock,  which  were  relied  on  as  evidencing  the  terms 
on  which  the  agency  was  carried  on.  The  first,  dated 
the  18th  February,  1839,  proceeded  thus:— "I  beg  of 
you,  when  I  consign  you  any  of  my  property,  on  ray 
own  account,  that  you  will  consider  it  as  the  property  of 
Judak,  my  son,  and  to  acknowledge  him  owner  of  the 
money  which  you  may  have,  at  any  time  of  mine.*' 

Again,  on  the  27th  of  February,  1839,  the  Plaintiff 
wrote  to  Messrs.  Lubbock  in  these  terms : — "  In  my  last 
of  the  18th,  I  wrote  to  you  by  my  son  Judah,  and  now 
I  confirm  to  you,  that,  any  time  that  you  may  have  any 
money  of  mine,  you  may  acknowledge  my  son  Judah 
as  myself,  so  that  he  may  place  and  dispose  of  my 
money  as  if  it  was  his  own  property,  and  you  will  ac- 
knowledge him  as  the  owner  of  the  money."  In 
another  letter  of  the  2nd  o(  December,  1839,  there  were 
expressions  to  this  effect : — "  In  all  my  business,  I  hope 
that  you  will  consult  with  my  son  Judah,  for  purchases 
as  well  as  for  sales,  the  same  as  if  he  was  myself,  and 
I  have  already  written  my  said  son  that  he  must  consult 
with  you ;"  and  further  on  in  the  same  letter,  he  said, 
"  I  have  a  letter  from  Joseph  Pariente,  at  Gibraltar, 
he  says,  that  he  ordered  you,  on  the  31st  of  October,  to 
insure  the  cargo  for  the  nameless  value  6,000/.  I  hope 
that  you  have  done  this  in  due  time ;  and,  as  my  son 
Judah  informs  me  of  every  thing,  I  shall  not  continue 
my  writing,  and  whatever  my  said  son  may  say  for  me  is 
the  same  as  if  I  said  it  myself,  which  must  guide  you." 

In 


1865. 
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Paribhtb 

V. 


1855.  In  October,  1840,  Sir  John  Lubboek*s  latber  died,  and 

the  mercantile  business  was  afterwards  carried  on  by 
Sir  John  Lubbock  alone,  and  the  agency  between  the 
LuMocK*     Plaintiffs  and  the   Defendant  continued  wiihont  any 
change. 

Early  in  1842,  the  Plaintiff  consigned  a  caigo  of  goods 
in  a  vessel  called  the  St.  Paul  Serge,  to  his  correspond- 
ents at  Genoa,  who  sold  them,  and  in  the  month  of 
May,  1842,  remitted  the  proceeds  (2,664/.  4m.  6d.)  to 
the  Defendant,  Sir  John  Lubbock.  At  this  time  Judah 
Pariente  was  largely  indebted  to  the  Defendant  on  his 
private  account  between  them,  and  on  the  20th  of  May, 
1842,  the  sum  remitted  from  Genoa  was  placed  by  the 
Defendant  to  Judah  Pariente's  account,  and  thus  Jacobs 
funds  were  applied  in  part  liquidation  of  the  debt  due 
from  his  son,  Judah  Panente,  to  the  Defendant 

Judah  Pariente  (the  son)  became  bankrupt  in  Janu" 
ary,  1843.  In  taking  the  accounts  between  Jacob  and 
the  Defendant,  in  this  Court,  the  question  arose,  whether 
the  Defendant  ought  to  be  held  discharged  from  the 
2,664/,  As.  bd.  by  its  having  been  placed  to  the  credit  of 
Judah' s  account. 

Master  Humphry,  in  an  elaborate  judgment,  held, 
first,  that  the  son  had  no  authority  to  direct  the  pro- 
duce of  the  cargo  to  be  placed  to  the  credit  of  his 
private  account  with  the  Defendant;  that  the  object 
and  effect  of  the  Plaintiff's  letters  were  merely  to  sub- 
stitute the  judgment  and ''Jiscretion  of  the  son  for  that 
of  the  father,  and  solely  for  the  benefit  of  the  latter, 
and  that  the  latter  had  been  constituted  dux  facti,  and 
not  dominus  rerum.  Upon  this  point,  he  relied  on  Story 
on  Principal  and  Agent  {a).     Secondly,  that  if  the  son 

had 

(a)  SecU.  21,  82,83,  210. 
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had  authority  so  to  act,  it  had  determined  upon  the  disso- 
lution of  the  partnership  by  the  death  of  Sir  John  Lub- 
bock's father.  Thirdly,  that,  upon  the  evidence,  it  did 
not  appear  that  the  son  had  given  any  authority  to 
the  Defendant  to  place  the  amount  to  his  private 
credit ;  and,  fourthly,  that  the  son  had  not  subsequently 
ratified  that  act 

To  this  finding  the  Defendant  took  exceptions,  which 
now  came  on  for  argument. 

Mr.  Roupett  dJid  Mr.  Cairns,  for  the  Plaintiff,  argued, 
first,  that  the  Plaintiff  had  authorized  the  son  to  deal 
with  the  fund  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  were  his  own. 
Secondly,  that  the  change  in  the  Defendant's  firm  did 
not  affect  the  question,  the  agency  having  been  continued 
on  the  same  terms.  Thirdly,  that  the  transfer  had  been 
made  by  the  son's  authority,  and  had  been  subsequently 
ratified  and  confirmed  by  him.  They  cited  Neal  v. 
£rving(a) ;  Brockelhank  v.  Sugru  (b)  ;  Todd  v.  Robin^ 
son  (c) ;  Oilman  v.  Robinson  {d) ;  Tichel  v.  Short  (e) ; 
Willis  V.  Jemegan  (/) ;  Wyatt  v.  The  Marquis  of  Hert- 
ford  Of). 

Mr.  Lloyd,  Mr.  W.  H.  Clarke,  and  Mr.  DowdesweU, 
for  the  Plaintiff,  contri,  argued,  that  the  son  was  a  mere 
agent  and  trustee  for  the  father,  and  that  he  and  the 
Defendant,  with  notice  of  the  trust,,  had  transferred  the 
fund,  not  for  the  benefit  of  the  principal,  but  in  payment 
of  the  personal  debt  of  the  agent ;  that  such  a  trans- 
action could  not  stand,  and  that  the  Defendant  could 
not  take  advantage  of  such   a   transfer;    Wilson  v. 

Moore. 

(a)  I  E^,6l,  P.  642^ 

(6)  5  Car.  *  P.  21.  (e)  2  Vet,  ten.  239. 

(c)  Ky.  4-  M,  217.  ( /)  2  Aik.  252. 

(d)  Ry.  4-  M.  226;  1  Car,  ^         (g)  3  Eatt,  147. 
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Moore  (a).  Secondly,  that  the  son  had  never  authorized 
the  transfer ;  and  thirdly,  that  there  had  been  no  ratifi- 
cation, and,  as  the  transaction  was  wrong  in  its  origin, 
it  was  incapable  of  ratification. 

They  cited  Whitehead  v.  Tuchett(b);  Smith  v.  The 
East  India  Company  (c) ;  De  Bouchout  v.  Golds- 
mid  {d) ;  Story  on  Principal  and  Agent  (e). 


The  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls. 

Although  I  feel  the  utmost  deference  to  the  Master's 
judgment,  I  am  bound  to  follow  the  view  (which  I 
regret  to  say  differs  from  his)  to  which  the  careful  con- 
sideration of  the  documents  has  led  me. 

The  real  question,  in  this  case,  appears  to  me  to  de- 
pend upon  the  construction  of  three  letters,  and  the 
rights  and  powers  given  by  them,  and  how  the  parties 
were  bound  to  act  in  consequence  of  them. 

The  proposition  on  which  the  Master  proceeded  can- 
not be  disputed,  viz.  that  an  agent  is  bound  to  act  in 
the  best  manner  he  can  for  his  principal  (/),  and  that 
in  matters  which  are  left  to  his  discretion,  he  can  only 
act  for  the  benefit  of  his  principal.  But  it  is  also  quite 
clear,  that  he  is  bound  to  follow  the  directions  of  his 
principal,  and  is  not  answerable  for  any  injury  which 
may  occur,  if  he  strictly  and  directly  follow  the  in- 
structions which  are  given  him.  For  instance,  there 
are  many  cases  in  which  a  principal  abroad  directs  his 
agent  in  this  country  to  hold  a  balance  or  a  certain  sum 

of 

(a)  1  Myl.  i  K,  126,  337.  (0  Sect  62. 

(6)  15  Eoit.AOQ.  (/)  See  Benikif  v.  Omen,  18 

(c)  16  Sim,  76.  Beav.  p.  77. 

(d)  5  Fet.  211. 
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of  money  then  in  his  hands,  or  the  proceeds  of  a  par- 
ticular cargo,  at  the  disposal  of  a  stranger.  If  nothing 
be  due  lo  the  agent  he  cannot  help  acting  upon  such  an 
order,  and  he  would  be  lidble  to  an  action,  and  to  all 
the  consequences  which  might  follow  to  his  principal, 
if  he  did  not;  if  he  communicates  the  order  to  the  third 
person,  then  it  amounts  to  a  promise  to  pay,  and  an 
actioh  woilld  b^  maintainable  against  him  on  behalf  of 
that  third  person ;  and  that  class  of  cases  to  which  I 
referred  yesterday,  such  as  Burn  v.  Carvalho  (a),  would 
then  apply.  I  refer  to  them  merely  to  point  out  that 
it  is  the  duty  of  an  agent  to  follow  the  direction  of  his 
principal,  and  that,  subject  to  such  rights  as  he  may 
have,  arising  from  the  state  of  the  account  between 
himself  and  his  principal,  he  is  bound  to  do  so;  he 
never  can  be  blamed  for  acting  as  directed  by  his  prin- 
cipal, and  he  is  liable  to  an  action  if  he  should  not. 


1865. 


Parientb 
Lubbock. 


In  the  observations  I  am  now  making,  I  am  as- 
suming that  th6  father  at  Tangiers  was  the  principal, 
and  that  Messrs.  Lubbock  were  the  agents  in  London, 
But  a  principal  may  direct  any  other  persons  to  give 
directions  for  him  to  his  agent  in  London,  and  he  may 
constitute  that  person  his  agent,  or  a  sort  of  second 
principal,  for  the  purpose  of  dealing  with  that  agent; 
and  if  be  choose  to  do  so,  the  agent  or  mercantile 
house  in  London  cannot  be  blamed  for  acting  on  direc- 
tions so  communicated  to  them.  Now  that  case  is  per- 
fectly distinct  from  those  referred  to  by  Mr.  Justice 
Story,  and  on  which  the  Master  seems  to  haVe  relied, 
and  which  shews  the  extreme  difficulty  of  making  an 
agent  not  merely  the  duxfactif  but  the  dominus  rerum. 
No  doubt  there  is  very  considerable  difficulty  in  doing 
so,  but  it  is  not  disputed  that  it  may  be  done.  Accord- 
ingly, 

(a)  4  MyL  &  Cr,  690. 
QQ2 
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ingly,  if  a  father,  employing  a  son  as  bis  agent  in  another 
country,  thought  fit  to  say  to  his  son,  **  not  only  I  give 
you  the  entire  control  and  management  of  the  business, 
but  I  make  you  a  present  of  all  the  proceeds  which  may 
arise  from  it/'  he  would  make  him  not  merely  the  dux 
facti,  but  the  dominus  rerum. 

Sir  John  Lubbock,  the  agent  of  the  father  at  Tau^ 
ffiers,  was  not  made  dominus  rerum,  but  was  bound  to 
follow  the  directions  of  the  father,  or  of  that  person 
whom  the  father  had  put  in  his  place  :  but  it  is  a  per- 
fectly new  proposition  to  me  to  hear,  that  the  principal 
abroad  might  not,  if  he  thought  fit,  constitute,  as  be- 
tween himself  and  his  agent  here,  some  other  person  to 
be  a  sort  of  second  principal,  in  order  to  give  complete 
directions  to  the  agent  in  this  country  as  to  what  he 
should  do  with  the  property. 

If  so,  the  only  question  is,  whether  he  has  done  so 
'  in  this  case.  On  the  10th  of  February,  1839,  the  father 
writes,  **  I  beg  of  you,  when  I  consign  you  any  of  my 
property  on  my  account,  that  you  will  consider  it  as 
the  property  of  Judak  my  son."  What  is  the  meaning 
of  that?  I  think  it  is  impossible  to  put  it  tower  than 
this,  that  it  made  the  son  joint  owner  of  the  property 
with  himself.  I  do  not  put  it  so  high  as  to  say,  that  it 
made  the  son  the  exclusive  owner,  and  that  it  would 
have  justified  Sir  John  Lubbock  in  saying,  ''  we  will 
not  answer  the  father's  drafts;"  but  it  is  impossible, 
after  that,  to  say  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  regard  any 
property  consigned  by  the  father,  on  his  own  account, 
as  the  property  of  Judah  the  son.  The  letter  goes  on 
to  say,  **  and  to  acknowledge  him  owner  of  the  money 
which  you  may  have  at  any  time  of  mine." 

Now  there  are  two  things  here,  ''  If  I  consign  you 

any 
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any  property,  you  must  consider  him  as  the  owner  of 
that  property ;"  next  "  if  you  have  any  money  of  mine 
you  are  to  acknowledge  him  as  the  owner  of  it"  This 
gives  the  son  a  right  to  dispose  of  that  property  as  he 
may  think  fit,  and  it  makes  him  dominus  reruniy  to  the 
full  extent  that  the  father  himself  was.  It  makes  him 
as  much  a  principal,  with  respect  to  Sir  John  Lubbock, 
as  the  father  himself  was.  Suppose  the  father  had  said, 
"  I  direct  you  to  carry  the  produce  of  the  St.  Paul  Serge 
to  the  account  of  my  son,**  would  not  that  have  been 
good  ?  But  he  says,  ''  You  are  to  consider  my  son  as 
the  owner."  Well  then,  suppose  the  son  gives  directions 
as  to  its  application,  is  not  that  to  be  considered  good 
also  ?  There  can  be  no  question,  that  if  the  father  had 
given  such  directions,  he  would  have  been  bound  by 
them ;  and  if  the  son  is  placed  in  exactly  the  same  situa- 
tion as  the  father,  why  is  not  the  father  equally  bound 
by  the  directions  given  by  the  son,  unless  indeed  there 
is  some  principle  of  law  which  forbids  it,  and  there  is 
none  that  I  know  of. 


1855. 


It  does  not  rest  upon  this  letter  alone,  for  a  fortnight 
afterwards,  on  the  27th  of  February,  in  another  letter 
the  father  says  this,  ''  In  my  last  of  the  18tb  I  wrote  to 
you  by  my  son  Judah,  and  now  I  confirm  to  you,  that, 
any  time  you  may  have  any  money  of  mine,  you  may 
acknowledge  my  son  Judah  as  myself,  so  that  he  may 
place  and  dispose  of  my  money  as  if  it  was  his  own 
property,  and  you  will  acknowledge  him  as  the  owner 
of  the  money."  That  is  to  say,  you  will  take  his 
directions  with  respect  to  any  property  or  money  of 
mine,  exactly  in  the  same  way  as  if  I  myself  gave  those 
directions,  and  I  consent  to  be  bound  by  such  a  pro- 
ceeding. It  appears  to  me  to  be  impossible  to  read 
these  letters  in  any  other  way  than  this.  Is  it  to  be 
contended,  that  a  father  cannot  give  his  own  son  such  a 

power. 
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power,  or  that  the  nature  of  the  relation  between  prin- 
cipal and  agent  is  such,  that  a  principal  cannot  direct 
his  agent  to  receive  directions  from  another  person, 
exactly  in  the  same  manner  as  if  he  himself  gave 
them  ?  I  am  ignorant  of  any  principle  of  law  that  pre- 
vents it,  and  it  would  be  new  to  me  to  find,  that  the 
law  of  principal  and  factor  forbids  a  principal  to  say 
to  his  factor  "  you  shall  take  certain  directions  from 
another  person,  exactly  in  the  same  manner  as  if  I  my- 
self gave  them."  No  doubt  they  may  be  limited  to  the 
selling  and  buying,  but  if  the  principal  says,  ''you 
shall  be  at  liberty  to  pay  any  balance  to  my  son  for  his 
own  advantage,  and  follow  any  directions  of  his  upon 
the  subject,"  I  am  at  a  loss  to  know  what  principle  of 
law  there  is  which  forbids  a  principal  from  so  dealing 
with  respect  to  his  agent  Then  if  that  be  permitted  by 
law,  I  am  unable  to  find  any  words  by  which  it  can  be 
done  more  expressly  than  in  this  case,  *'  I  wish  you  to 
consider  my  son  as  myself,  I  wish  you  to  acknowledge 
him  as  myself,  so  that  he  may  dispose  of  my  money  as 
if  it  was  his  own  property,  and  that  you  will  acknow- 
ledge him  to  be  the  owner  of  the  money."  It  is  done 
with  a  redundancy  and  a  surplusage  of  expressions. 
It  is  not  merely  saying,  *'  I  wish  you  to  consider  my 
son  as  myself,"  but  he  goes  on  to  say,  and  ''  let  him 
dispose  of  my  money  and  as  if  it  were  his  own  pro- 
perty," and  if  that  were  not  sufficient,  he  goes  on  further 
and  says,  "  you  must  acknowledge  him  to  be  tlie  owner 
of  the  money." 


There  is  a  third  letter,  in  which  he  says: — "What- 
ever my  said  son  may  say  for  me,  is  the  same  as  if  I 
said  it  myself,  which  must  guide  you."  This  letter,  if 
it  stood  alone,  might  be  open  to  the  observations  that  it 
only  related  to  the  buying  and  selling,  but  the  two 
former  letters  shew  that  he  made  him  complete  and 

entire 
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entire  owner  of  the  whole  property,  to  deal  with,  it  as 
he  thought  fit. 

I  have  looked  at  it  in  another  point  of  view,  suppose 
the  son  had  ordered  him  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  on  his 
father's  account,  and  Sir  John  Lubbock  had  refused  to 
do  so,  and  that,  in  consequence,  the  father  had  suffered 
great  injury,  an  action  might  have  been  supported 
against  Sir  John  Lubbock  for  disobeying  the  orders  of 
the  agent.  The  matter  does  not  appear  to  me,  in  the 
slightest  degree,  altered,  by  the  fact  that  the  son  was 
carryiixg  on  business  on  his  own  account  in  London j  or 
that  the  son  was,  in  many  respects,  acting  as  the  agent 
of  the  father,  or  that  he  had  so  acted  previously  in 
giving  directions  to  Sir  John  Lubbock. 

It  is  clear  there  was  nothing  to  authorize  Sir  John 
Lubbock  to  place  any  sums  arising  from  the  father  to 
the  account  of  the  son,  unless  the  son  directed  it,  and 
the  next  question  therefore  is,  did  the  son  give  him  any 
authority  with  respect  to  the  proceeds  of  the  ''St.  Paul 
Serge?*  In  my  opinion,  it  was  not  necessary  that  the 
authority  should  be  in  writing,  it  might  be  verbal,  and 
I  am  of  opinion  that  such  authority  was  given  to  Sir 
John  Lubbock  by  the  son  ;  and  no  complaint  was  made 
upon  the  subject  until  after  the  bankruptcy  of  the  son, 
when  the  interests  of  the  parties  were  completely  al- 
tered. 


1863. 


The  result  is,  that  I  must  hold,  that  the  proceeds  of 
the  cargo  of  the  "  St.  Paul  Serge"  were  properly  put  to 
the  account  of  the  son.  The  short  way  in  which  I  put  it 
is  this  : — the  letters  appear  to  me  to  give  the  son  power 
to  deal  with  all  the  cargoes  and  the  money  arising  from 
them  as  his  own  property,  exactly  in  the  same  manner  as 
the  father  could ;  that  the  son  directed  the  sum  in  ques- 
tion 
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tion  to  be  placed  to  the  credit  of  his  account,  and  which, 
if  the  father  had  done  it,  would  have  been  binding ;  and 
the  son  having  the  same  power  as  the  father,  and  having 
acted  upon  that  power,  the  father  is  equally  bound; 
and  there  is  no  rule  of  law  which  forbids  such  a  course 
of  dealing. 

NoTB.— Affirmed  by  the  Lords  Justiees,  Jamutry  15, 1856. 


Mas,  24.  FRY  V.  NOBLE. 

July  7,11. 
Dower  of  a       "DY  indenture  of  release,  dated  8th  August,  1827, 
rie™Ser'"the"  certain  real  estate  was  conveyed  to  the  use  of 

Dower  Act,      guch  persons  as  Thomas  W.  Fry  (then  a  married  man) 
out  of  an  estate     ,,,,,,  i   .      t  /.     •      /. 

madeiabjectto  should  by  deed  appoint,  and  m  default  of  appomtment 

dower  bv  that   ^^  ^he  use  of  Thomas  W.  Fry  for  life,  and  after  the  de- 

■tatute,  held,  ^ 

not  to  be  ez-     termination  of  that  estate  by  any  means  in  his  lifetime, 

declaration*  ^  ^^  ^®^  ^^  John  Fitch,  his  executors  and  adminis- 

against  dower  trators,  during  the  life  of  Thomas  W.  Fry,  upon  trust 

conveyance  ^^^  Thomas  W.  Fry,  "  and  to  the  intent  that  the  then 

prior  to  the  present  or  any  future  wife  of  the  said  Thomas  W.  Fry 

In  1827,  might  not  be  entitled  to  dower,"  with  remainder  to  the 

SJeylar*    »"  "f  ''''"""'"  ^-  ^^  •"  f««- 
A.  B.,  a  mar- 
ried man,  to 

the  luual  uses       Fry's  wife  afterwards  died,  and  in  September,  1838, 
to  bar  dower,  • 

•*  to  the  intent  '   "^ 

that  his  then 

present  or  any  future  wife  might  not  be  entitled  to  dower."  In  1834,  the  Dower  Act 
passed,  giving  dower  out  of  estates  thus  limited  (s.  2),  but  allowing  the  right  to  be 
defeated  by  a  declaration  against  dower  in  the  conveyance  (s.  6),  and  providing,  that 
the  act  shoul4  not  extend  to  any  widow  married  before  1834,  or  give  to  any  deed 
preriously  executed  the  effect  of  defeating  any  right  of  dower.  A.  B.  contracted  a 
second  marriage  in  1 838,  and  died  seised.  Held,  that  the  declaration  in  the  convey- 
ance did  not  defeat  the  second  wife's  right  to  dower  out  of  the  estate- 
Costs  allowed  to  a  widow,  in  a  suit  for  dower,  her  right  thereto  being  contested. 
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he  intermarried  with  the  Plaintiff.    Fry  died  intestate  1865. 

in  October,  1842,  without  having  exercised  the  power  >^^/-^^ 

of  appointment  contained  in  the  deed  of  1827,  and  ^^ 

seised  of  the  property.  Noblb. 

After  Frtf*s  death,  his  heir  at  law  entered  into  pos- 
session of  the  property.  He  mortgaged  it  to  RuueU  in 
fee,  with  power  of  sale;  and  in  Matf,  1863,  RuueU  sold 
it  to  Noble,  who  claimed  to  hold  it  discharged  of  the 
Plaintiff's  dower.  The  Plaintiff  thereupon  filed  her  bill 
to  enforce  her  right. 

The  Plaintiff's  title  depended  entirely  upon  the  con- 
struction of  the  2nd,  6th,  and  14th  sections  of  the 
Dower  Act  (3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  106),  which  passed  on 
the  29th  of  August,  1833,  after  the  execution  of  the 
deed  and  before  the  Plaintiff's  marriage.  Sect.  2  enacts, 
''  that  when  a  husband  shall  die  beneficially  entitled  to 
any  land  for  an  interest  which  shall  not  entitle  his 
widow  to  dower  out  of  the  same  at  law,  and  such  in- 
terest, whether  wholly  equitable  or  partly  legal  and 
partly  equitable,  shall  be  an  estate  of  inheritance  in 
possession  or  equal  to  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  pos- 
session (other  than  any  estate  in  joint  tenancy),  then 
his  widow  shall  be  entitled  in  equity  to  dower  out  of  the 
same  land."  By  sect.  6,  **  a  widow  shall  not  be  entitled 
to  dower  out  of  any  land  of  her  husband  when,  in  the 
deed  by  which  such  land  was  conveyed  to  him,  or  by 
any  deed  executed  by  him,  it  shall  be  declared,  that  his 
widow  shall  not  be  entitled  to  dower  out  of  such  land.'' 
Sect.  14  enacts,  "  that  this  Act  shall  not  extend  to  the 
dower  of  any  widow  who  shall  have  been  or  shall  be 
married  on  or  before  the  1st  of  January,  1834,  and  shall 
not  give  to  any  will,  deed,  contract,  engagement  or 
charge  executed,  entered  into  or  created  before  the  said 

Ist 
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18S6.        Ist  of  January^  1834,  the  effect  of  defeating  or  pre- 
jadioing  any  right  to  dower." 

TAx.Follett  and  Mr.  Wickeru  for  the  Plaintiff.  It  is 
not  disputed  that  the  Plaintiff  has  no  right  to  dower  by 
the  old  law,  and  independently  of  the  Dower  Act ;  but 
the  2nd  sect,  prevents  the  common  uses  to  bar  dower 
from  depriving  a  widow  who  married  subsequent  to 
the  Act  of  her  dower.  The  3rd  sect,  makes  seisin 
unnecessary  to  give  title  to  the  widow,  and  the  Act 
proceeds,  in  the  6th  sect.,  to  point  out  the  mode  by 
which  the  widow's  title  to  dower  may  be  defeated  either 
wholly  or  partly  by  the  declaration  of  the  husband.  It 
will  be  contended,  that  such  a  declaration  contained  in 
a  deed  executed  anterior  to  the  Ist  of  January^  1834, 
will  have  the  same  effect  as  if  executed  since  the  passing 
of  the  Act,  and  will  deprive  the  widow  of  dower;  but 
that  cannot  be  the  proper  construction  of  the  clause, 
which  is  prospective  only  and  not  retrospective.  This 
is  clear  from  the  language  of  the  clause  itself,  for  the 
words  are  when  by  the  conveyance  "  it  shall  be  de- 
clared," not  "  shall  have  been"  declared.  The  section 
is  therefore  applicable  to  future  declarations  only,  that 
is,  declarations  made  after  the  passing  of  the  Act» 

But  the  14th  sect,  is  that  upon  which  the  Plaintiff 
relies,  as  shewing  conclusively,  that  the  Act  cannot  be 
so  construed  as  to  deprive  her  of  dower  by  any  such 
declaration  as  that  relied  upon.  That  section  distinctly 
enacts,  that  the  Act  shall  not  give  to  any  *'  deed 
executed  before  the  1st  of  JanvxiTy^  1834,  the  effect  of 
defeating  or  prejudicing  any  right  to  dower.'*  The  de- 
claration contained  in  the  deed  of  August^  1827,  cannot 
therefore  have  the  effect  of  defeating  the  Plaintiff^s 
right  to  dower.  It  is  clear  that  the  common  limitations 
to  uses  to  bar  dower  would  not  alone  deprive  the  Plain- 
tiff 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  GO  I 

tiff  of  her  dower,  wd  a  declaration  alone  before  the        1866. 
Act  would  not  have  doqe  so.    The  widow  iSi  therefore, 
entitled  to  her  dower. 


Mr.  iZ.  Palmer  and  Mr.  7.  Stevens,  contrd.  The 
plain  object  of  tlie  legi^lature  was  to  lei^ve  existing 
rights  unaffected,  but  to  alter  the  rights  to  dower  of  thos^ 
women  who  might  marry  after  the  1st  of  January,  1834 : 
to  put  these  on  a  new  footing,  but  to  leaye  tl)e  rights  of 
those  already  married  untouched.  Down  to  the  14th 
sect,  the  enactments  are  general,  and  would  apply  to 
every  widow,  and  the  14th  sect,  first  introduces  a  restric- 
tion to  its  operation.  It  enacts,  that  that  Act  shall  not 
extend  to  the  dower  of  any  widow  married  on  or  before 
the  1st  of  January,  1834,  and  proceeds  to  say,  that  it 
shall  not  give  to  any  deed,  &c.,  executed  before  that 
period,  the  effect  of  defeating  any  right  to  dower.  The 
second  part  of  the  clause  is  ancillary  to  the  former  part, 
and  is  applicable  pnly  to  suph  right  of  dower  as  a  widow 
married  before  that  period  might  have  been  entitled  to 
under  the  old  law,  and  not  to  any  new  right  of  dower 
introduced  by  that  Act.  Any  widow  taking  the  benefit 
of  the  Act|  and  insisting  op  her  right  to  dower  under  its 
provisions,  must  take  subject  to  all  the  qualifications 
attached  in  its  very  creation  to  the  new  species  of  dower, 
and  amongst  them,  subject  \o  the  right  of  the  husband 
to  prevent  her  dower  attaching  to  an  equitable  estate  by 
a  siniple  declaration  to  the  contrary. 

The  limitation  of  the  estate  to  uses  to  bar  dower 
would  defeat  the  dower  under  the  old  law,  and  the 
declaration  against  dower  would  prevent  its  attaching 
under  the  new,  so  that,  in  both  ways,  the  Plaintiff^s 
right  is  barred. 

Mr.  Fallen,  ii^  reply.    The  2iid  sect,  must  be  read 

together 
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together  with  the  6tb^  the  latter  being,  in  fact,  an  excep- 
tion out  of  the  former,  and  to  give  the  latter  an  exclo- 
sively  prospective  operation  would  lead  to  great  absurdi- 
ties and  contradictions.  The  .two  sections  taken  together 
give  dower  to  widows  out  of  their  husbands'  lands,  in 
all  cases  thereafter  generally,  except  where  it  is  declared 
that  they  are  not  to  have  it 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment. 


Jiify  7.  The  M  ABTSR  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
dower  out  of  the  real  estate  of  her  husbaad,  and  depends 
on  the  construction  of  the  Dower  Act. 

Two  things  are  quite  clear,  first,  that  if  the  words, 
"  to  the  intent  that  the  then  present  or  any  future  wife 
of  Thomas  W.  Fry  might  not  be  entitled  to  dower"  had 
been  omitted  from  the  deed  of  1827,  the  Plaintiff  would 
have  been  entitled  to  dower :  and  next,  that  if  the  deed 
with  these  words  had  been  executed  since  the  Dower 
Act,  the  widow  would  have  been  barred. 

The  clauses  which  affect  this  question  are  the  2nd, 
the  6th  and  14th.  The  2nd  and  14th  are  relied  on  by 
the  widow,  and  the  6th  is  relied  on  by  the  heir  at  law. 
Now,  if  the  2nd  clause  stood  alone,  the  wife's  right  to 
dower  would  have  been  clear,  for  here  the  husband  died 
beneficially  entitled  to  land,  for  an  estate  equal  to  an 
estate  of  inheritance  in  possession,  under  the  ordinary 
limitations  to  bar  dower.  By  the  6th  sect,  it  is  enacted, 
that  the  widow  shall  not  be  entitled  to  dower  where  the 
conveyance  declares  she  shall  not,  and  on  reference  to 
this  conveyance,  it  settles  the  matter  against  the  widow 

because. 
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because  it  contains  this  express  declarationi  ''  that  the  1855. 
then  present  or  any  future  wife  of  Thomas  W.  Fry  shall 
not  be  entitled  to  dower"  out  of  such  lands.  It  is  con- 
tended,  however,  that  these  words  in  the  6th  sect,  are 
prospective  and  relate  only  to  deeds  which  are  to  be 
executed  after  the  passing  of  this  Act.  The  words  of 
the  clause  are  ambiguous,  it  says,  **  when  in  the  deed 
by  which  such  land  was  conveyed  to  htm,"  (that  does 
not  appear  to  be  prospective,  but  to  relate  to  every 
species  of  deed,)  **  or  by  any  deed  executed  by  him," 
(that  may  mean  which  has  been,  or  hereafter  may  be, 
executed  by  him,)  ''  it  shall  be  declared"  (that  is,  that 
the  deed  shall  declare).  I  do  not  think  it  absolutely 
necessary  to  determine  whether  this  clause  is  prospective 
or  not,  in  the  view  I  take  of  this  case ;  but  it  is  clear 
that  by  itself  it  might  be  applied  to  existing  deeds  as 
well  as  to  deeds  thereafter  to  be  executed. 

It  was  also  argued,  that,  as  the  2nd  clause  was 
retrospective,  it  is  reasonable  enough  that  this  clause 
should  also  be  retrospective ;  because,  though  it  affects 
only  the  case  of  widows  who  were  married  subsequently 
to  the  passing  of  the  Act,  yet  it  affects  deeds  conveying 
property  to  husbands  who  have  married  these  women 
subsequently  to  the  passing  of  the  Act,  and  therefore 
has  a  retrospective  effect  on  those  deeds. 

.  The  effect  of  this  clause  cannot  be  fully  understood 
without  reading  the  14th  sect.,  which  is  the  sectibn  on 
the  construction  of  which  this  case  principally  turns. 
The  1 4th  sect,  is  by  no  means  expressed  with  clearness ; 
and  the  argument  against  the  widow  is,  that  the  whole 
intention  of  the  14th  sect,  cannot  be  to  give  to  a  widow 
a  right  to  dower  not  previously  existing,  and  that  the 
effect  of  the  clause  in  the  statute  must  be  taken  to  be, 
in  a  broad  common  sense  view,  to  leave  the  existing 

rights 
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rights  as  they  were  without ;  and  that  the  coDstruction 
suggested  of  giving  the  6th  sect,  an  exclusively  pro- 
spective operation  would  lead  to  absurdities  and  con- 
tradictions. 

The  result  of  the  consideration  which  I  have  given 
to  the  stiltute  leads  me  to  the  condusiony  that,  in  the 
present  case,  the  widow  is  entitled  to  dower.  The  2nd 
sect,  standing  alone  clearly  gives  it>  dnd  1  do  not  find 
anything  subsequent  to  cut  it  down. 

If  the  deed  in  this  case  had  omitted  the  declaration 
against  dower,  it  is  obvious  that  the  statute  would  have 
had  a  retrospective  effect  upon  it,  and  would  have  given 
the  wife  a  right  to  her  dower.  The  addition  of  this  de- 
daratioui  in  fact,  adds  nothing  to  the  deed  itself;  for  if 
the  deed  had  contained  that  declaration  done  without 
any  sufficient  limitation  to  uses  to  bar  dower,  it  is  obvious 
that  the  dower  would  have  attached  totally  independent 
of  the  Act,  and  that  the  14th  sect,  would  have  prevented 
the  6th  sect,  from  applying  so  as  to  deprive  the  widow  of 
her  dower,  to  which,  but  for  the  Act,  she  woald  have 
been  entitled.  The  statute,  therefore,  appears  to  me  to 
be  very  much  to  this  effect : — ^The  2nd  sect,  gives  the 
dower  to  the  wife  in  every  case  where  the  husband  of  a 
wife  married  subsequently  to  the  1st  of  January^  1834, 
has  an  estate  equal  to  an  estate  of  inheritance.  Then 
the  6th  sect,  says,  that  the  wife*s  dower  is  to  be  taken 
away  whenever  there  shall  be  in  the  conveyance  of  the 
land  a  declaration  that  she  shall  not  be  entitled  to 
dower.  This  section  leaving  it  doubtful  whether  the  de- 
claration is  to  be  prospective  only,  or  prospective  and 
retrospective  also,  the  14th  sect,  says,  ''but  this  Act 
shall  not  give  to  any  deed  executed  before  the  1st  of 
January^  1884,  the  effect  of  defeating  or  prejudicing 
any  right  to  dower." 

I  read 


Fry 
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I  read  the  enactmente  very  much  as  if  they  were  three  16^. 
Acts  of  Parliament  instead  of  three  clauses.  The  1st 
gives  the  dower,  the  2nd  takes  it  away,  but  the  3rd 
says,  that  a  prior  deed  is  to  have  no  operation  at  all  Nobis. 
in  defeating  dower.  Independently  of  the  6th  sect., 
she  appears  to  me  to  be  entitled  to  her  dower^  and  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  14th  sect  prevents  the  6th  sect, 
or  the  declaration  in  the  deed,  from  having  any  opera- 
tion or  effect. 

Although  I  was  a  member  of  the  legislature  at  the 
time  this  act  passed,  and  took  some  part  in  the  dis- 
cussion of  the  real  property  statutes  which  then  passed, 
I  am  unable  to  state  what  motive  the  legislature  had  in 
providing  that  the  ordinary  udes  to  bar  dower,  which 
expressed  an  intention  that  dower  should  not  attach^ 
should  for  the  future  hare  no  operation,  and  yet  allow-^ 
ing  a  simple  declaration,  in  another  form  of  words,  to 
have  that  effect.  It  is  somewhat  difficult  to  understand, 
where  the  intention  is  clear,  why  the  legislature  should 
have  preferred  one  mode  of  expressing  that  intention 
to  another.  It  appears  somewhat  capricious,  but  1  can 
only  construe  the  Act  as  I  find  it.  It  seems  to  be  pretty 
clear  that  the  real  property  commissioners,  from  whom 
this  statute  originated,  seem  to  have  had  an  intention 
of  putting  an  end  to  dower  altogether ;  but  they  found 
this  either  difficult  or  impossible,  and  instead  of  doing 
so  suggested  this  modification  of  it. 

However,  the  result  of  my  opinion  on  this  case,  which 
I  presume  was  never  contemplated  by  the  framers  of  this 
Act,  is,  that  the  widow  is  entitled  to  her  dower. 


Mr.  Follett  asked  for  the  costs  of  the  suit,  contend- 
ing that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  them,  because  the 

question 
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1865.  question  rdsed  was  a  question  of  right  to  dower;  and 
that  there  was  no  such  thing  as  a  legal  remedy  for 
dower  under  this  Act  of  Parliament. 


Fet 

NOBLB, 


Mr.  J2.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Stevem,  eontrd.  Under  the 
old  practice,  in  suits  for  dower,  each  party  bears  his 
own  costs  (a)y  unless  where  a  vexatious  defence  is  set 
up;  Bamford  v.  Bamfard(fi),  The  right  is  just  as 
much  legal  here  as  it  was  before. 

The  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls. 

The  estate  was  in  this  case  conveyed  to  uses  to  bar 
dower.  It  is  a  legal  estate,  in  fact  the  dower  was  not 
barred  by  creating  a  trust  estate,  but,  by  conveying  it  to 
uses  to  bar  dower  it  is  a  legal  estate.  Still  I  should 
wish  the  practice  to  be  looked  into. 


Jufy  11.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  have  looked  into  this  matter,  and  I  am  of  opinion 
that  this  is  a  case  in  which  the  costs  ought  to  be  allowed 
to  the  Plaintiff.  This  is  not,  in  fact,  one  of  the  cases 
in  which,  upon  an  undisputed  question,  the  Plaintiff 
comes  merely  for  the  purpose  of  having  partition,  or 
the  dowable  lands  set  out  by  metes  and  bounds ;  but  it 
is,  in  truth,  a  disputed  right  to  the  dower,  resisted  upon 
grounds  which  failed,  though  I  admit  the  question  was 
one  of  considerable  nicety,  and  justified  the  Defendant 
in  contesting  the  Plaintiff's  right.  But  I  repeat  the 
observation  which  Lord    Cottenham   frequently  made, 

that 
(a)  Beami  on  Coiti,  35,  .36.  (6)  6  Hare,  203. 
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which  Lord  Coitenham  frequently  made,  that  the  mere 
fact  of  a  case  being  one  of  difficulty,  (unless  the  diffi- 
culty is  created  by  a  testator^  and  his  estate  can  be 
made  to  pay  for  it,)  is  not  a  sufficient  ground  for  say- 
ing, that  the  person  who  is  in  the  right  shall  not  recover 
what  he  claims,  together  with  the  costs  to  which  he  has 
been  subjected  in  obtaining  it. 

I  must,  however,  say,  that  the  conduct  of  the  De- 
fendant appears  to  me  to  have  been  as  proper  as  it 
was  possible  to  be,  and  I  have  no  sort  of  objection  to 
make,  either  to ,  the  correspondence  or  to  the  course 
which  he  has  taken.  However,  viewing  the  case  in  the 
most  favourable  manner  for  the  Defendant,  still  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  her  costs. 


NoTB. — Affirmed  by  the  Lords  Justices,    December  11,  1855; 
Lord  Justice  Tumerf  dubUante, 


ited 


SPORLE  V.  WHAYMAN. 

Jtdsf  20,  23. 
TN  August,  1864,  the  Plaintiff,  Sporle,  signed  a  joint  Title  deeds 

-■"  and  several  promissory  note  for  payment,  on  demand,  u*"^^??*^ 

to  a  benefit  society  of  160/.,  and  of  interest  monthly,      fendant  with 

the  Plaintiff  as 
an  indemnity 
This  sum  was  borrowed  for  the  benefit  of  Whayman  against  contin- 

and  another,  and  Sporle  was  a  mere  surety.    To  indem-  lientsl  but 
nify  Sporle,  Whayman  deposited  with  him  the  title  deeds  ***®^®  ^"  °^ 
of  his  copyhold  estate.    There  was  no  written  memo-  execute  a  for- 
randum  of  deposit,  and  the  precise  terms  on  which  the  B^Lre^he*^* 

deeds  Plaintiff  had 
made  any  pay- 
ment, he  filed  a  hill  to  have  a  formal  mortgage  executed.     Held,  that  he  was  not 
entitled  thereto,  but  only  to  a  memorandum,  signed  by  the  Defendant,  specifying  the 
terms  of  the  deposit. 

VOL.  XX.  R  R 
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1855.  deeds  were  deposited  were  disputed;  but,  on  the  con- 
flicting evidence,  the  Court  came  to  the  conclusion,  that 
the  Defendant  had  entered  into  no  obligation  to  execute 
any  formal  mortgage,  until  the  Plaintiff  should  be  called 
on  to  pay  the  money  for  which  he  had  become  surety. 

Instalments  of  the  principal  sum  borrowed  were,  ac- 
cording to  the  regulations  of  the  benefit  society,  payable 
monthly,  and  such  instalments  and  the  interest  were 
regularly  paid,  and  the  Plaintiff  had  not,  as  yet,  been 
called  on  to  pay  anything.  Notwithstanding  this,  how- 
ever, the  Plaintiff  insisted  on  the  Defendant's  executing 
a  formal  legal  mortgage  of  the  copyholds.  The  Defendant 
neglected  to  do  so,  and  the  Plaintiff  thereupon  filed  this 
bill,  praying  a  specific  performance,  by  the  Defendant, 
of  the  alleged  agreement  between  him  and  the  Plaintiff, 
to  execute  a  mortgage  of  the  copyhold  hereditaments, 
with  all  proper  covenants  and  provisions  for  the  Plain- 
tiff's indemnity,  pursuant  (as  the  Plaintiff  alleged)  to  the 
agreement,  and  to  do  all  things  necessary  and  proper  for 
the  purpose  of  giving  the  Plaintiff  a  valid  and  effectual 
mortgage. 

Mr.  Eddis,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Hardy y  for  the  Defendant. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  reserved  judgment 


July  23.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

After  reading  the  afiidavits,  I  think  that  the  Plaintiff 
has  asked  for  more  than  he  is  entitled  to,  and  that  the 
Defendant  has  refused  that  which  he  is  bound  to  give. 

The 
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The  state  of  the  case  is  this : — Whayman  and  another  1865. 
person,  wanting  to  borrow  a  sum  of  money  from  a  benefit 
society,  induced  the  Plaintiff*  and  another  to  give  a  joint 
and  several  promissory  note  to  the  secretary  of  the  society 
to  secure  the  repayment  of  the  money.  The  mode  of 
paying  off  the  debt  was  this  : — They  were  to  pay  a  sum 
for  interest  every  month,  and  in  addition,  they  were  to 
pay  monthly  instalments  for  six  years,  until  the  prin- 
cipal and  interest  had  been  fully  paid  off.  The  Plain- 
tiff, though  he  received  no  part  of  the  money,  consented 
to  sign  this  joint  and  several  promissory  note,  provided 
he  should  be  indemnified  by  having  a  deposit  of  the  title 
deeds  of  some  copyholds  to  secure  him.  [His  Honor 
here  examined  the  conflicting  testimony  as  to  the  terms  on 
which  they  were  to  be  deposited^  and  proceeded."] 

The  result  seems  to  be  this: — There  was  an  agreement 
that  the  title  deeds  of  the  copyholds  should  be  an  in- 
demnity against  anything  the  Plaintiff  should  be  called 
on  to  pay ;  but  I  am  satisfied,  from  the  affidavits,  that 
there  was  no  intention  that  a  formal  deed  should  be 
executed;  the  efi*ect  of  which  would  be  to  put  the 
Defendant  to  a  great  expense ;  this  he  never  con- 
templated, but  merely  that  the  deeds  should  be  simply 
deposited. 

The  Plaintiff  wants  to  preserve  evidence  of  the  terms 
of  the  deposit;  I  think  he  is  entitled  to  have  it  in  writing, 
in  order  to  make  it  effectual,  if  he  should  ever  be  called 
on  to  pay  the  promissory  note.  His  right  is  clear,  for 
suppose,  after  the  lapse  of  four  or  five  years,  the  Plain- 
tiff should  be  called  on  to  pay  any  part  of  the  debt,  if 
the  Defendant  were  dead,  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
might  then  be  contested.  This  Court  daily  sees  the 
great  inconvenience  which  arises  from  depositing  deeds 
without  clear  written  evidence  of  what  it  is  to  secure. 

R  R  2  Thinking 
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Thinking  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  evidence 
in  writing,  I  have  then  specifically  to  perform  the  agree- 
menti  and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  receive  a  memorandum  signed  by  the  Defendant, 
specifying  the  terms  on  which  the  title  deeds  were  de- 
posited. I  shall  direct  him  to  sign  snch  memorandam, 
and  the  terms  of  it  must  be  settled  in  Chambers  if  the 
parties  disagree. 


I  give  no  costs. 


J«/y25,  31. 

Since  the 
3  &  4  Will,  4, 
c.  104,  a  mort- 
gagee of  copy- 
iiolds  may  tack 
a  simple  con- 
tract debt  to 
his  mortgage 
debt,  as  against 
the  customary 
heir  or  de- 
visee, but  not 
as  against  spe- 
cialty credi- 
tors.   It  seems 
also  that  a 
mortgagee 
may  tack  a 
simple  con- 
tract debt  to 
his  mortgage 
debt  as  agamst 
the  heir,  de- 
visee or  exe- 
cutor, wherever 
the  equity  of 
redemption  is 
assets  in  their 
hands  for  pay- 
ment of  simple 
contract  debts. 


ROLFE  V.  CHESTER. 

f^EORGE  RUTTERy  in  June,  1848,  mortgaged 
certain  copyhold  or  customary  hereditaments  to 
Ann  Ives,  to  secure  the  sum  of  150/.,  wHh  a  power  of 
sale.  By  his  will,  dated  in  November,  1850,  Rutter  de- 
vised the  hereditaments,  subject  to  his  funeral  expenses, 
to  the  Plaintiff,  Jane  Rolfe,  for  life,  and  after  her  de- 
cease, to  his  granddaughter,  the  Plaintiff  Georgina  Maria 
Rutler,  for  life,  and  after  her  decease,  he  directed  the 
whole  to  be  sold  and  the  proceeds  divided  among  his 
grandchildren.  He  appointed  Jane  Rolfe  and  Joseph 
Crump  his  executors. 

The  testator  died  in  January,  1853,  leaving  six  grand- 
children, who  were  infants  and  Plaintiffs  in  this  suit. 

In  March,  1855,  Ann  Ives  transferred  the  mortgage 
to  the  Defendant,  Charles  Chester,  without  the  know- 
ledge of  the  Plaintiffs,  and  he  was  admitted  to  the  pro- 
perty.    The  Plaintiffs*  solicitor,  on  the  17th  of  April, 

tendered 


ROLFE 
V. 
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tendered  to  Chester  ISO/.,  and  3Z.  interest,  but  Chester  1855. 
refused  the  tender,  unless  he  was  also  paid  a  simple  con- 
tract debt  of  \59lAsA\d,  due  to  him  from  the  testator. 
Chester  had,  by  administration  summons,  filed  on  the  Chester. 
24th  of  June  J  1853,  commenced  the  suit  of  Chester  v. 
Molfe,  in  which  an  order  had  been  made,  on  the  7th  of 
Jult/y  1853,  for  an  account  of  what  was  due  to  him  and 
the  other  creditors  of  the  testator,  and  for  an  account  of 
the  testator's  personal  estate,  but  no  certificate  had  been 
made  in  pursuance  of  the  order. 

This  bill,  filed  by  Jane  RolfCy  Joseph  Crump  and  the 
six  infants,  prayed  an  account  of  what  was  due  on  the 
mortgage  for  principal  and  interest,  after  deducting  the 
rents  and  profits  received  by  Chester,  who  was  in  pos- 
session, or  which,  but  for  his  wilful  default,  might  have 
been  received,  and  that  on  payment  of  what  should  be 
found  due,  the  Defendant,  Chester,  might  transfer  the 
mortgaged  premises  to  some  one  in  trust  for  such  of  the 
Plaintiffs  as  should  pay  the  same ;  and  that  if  anything 
was  to  be  raised  out  of  the  hereditaments  for  payment 
of  testator's  debts,  the  same  might  be  raised  by  mort- 
gage, and  for  an  injunction  and  receiver. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Busk,  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
asked  for  the  ordinary  decree,  and  that  the  interest  on 
the  mortgc^e  debt  should  cease  from  the  date  of  the 
refusal  to  accept  the  tender. 

Mr.  Lhyd  and  Mr.  TT.  G,  Collins,  contri,  contended 
that  Chester  had  a  right  to  tack  his  simple  contract 
debt  to  the  mortgage  debt.  They  relied  upon  Coleman 
v.  Winch  (a),  and  cited  Bythewood  by  Jarman  (A). 

Mr. 

(a)  1  P.  Wm.  775 ;  Prcr.  CA.  51 1 .  (6)  Vol.  5,  p.  440, 3rd  edit. 
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1866.  Mr.  R.  Palmer^  in  reply,  referred  to  Uppington  v. 

Bullen{a\  in  which  Lord  SU  Leonards  said,  ''That  it  was 
extremely  questionable  whether,  e^en  since  the  statute 
(3  &  4  WiU.  4,  c.  104),  a  party  would  be  permitted  to 
tack  a  simple  contract  debt  to  his  mortgage."  He  also 
argued,  that  this  case  did  not  come  within  the  reason- 
ing of  Coleman  ▼.  Winch^  for,  as  to  copyholds,  the  3  &  4 
Will.  4,  c.  104,  made  them  assets,  in  equity  only,  for 
payment  of  debts,  and  rendered  the  customary  heir  and 
devisees  liable  only  to  a  suit  in  equity  and  not  to  any 
legal  process,  and  therefore  giving  to  the  creditor  no 
legal  rights  and  imposing  on  the  customary  heir,  &c., 
no  legal  obligation.  That  the  right  to  tack  only  existed 
where  the  person  coming  to  redeem  was  liable  to  pay  the 
two  debts,  and  here  the  devisees  were  not  bound  to  pay, 
and  the  statute  made  the  estate  assets,  only  in  case  and 
to  the  extent  of  the  deficiency  of  the  personal  estate. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  that  the  principle  stated  by  Lord  Macclesfield^ 
in  Coleman  v.  Winch  {b)^  establishes  the  right  of  the 
mortgagee  to  tack  the  simple  contract  debt.  He  says, 
**  The  bond  of  the  ancestor,  wherein  the  heir  b  bound, 
becomes,  upon  the  ancestor's  death,  the  heir's  own 
debt,  for  which  he  is  suable  in  the  debet  and  detinety 
and,  therefore,  if  he  comes  to  redeem  the  mortgage 
made  by  his  ancestor,  he  must  pay  the  debt  by  bond  as 
well  as  that  by  mortgage."  '*  Suppose  one  be  indebted 
to  A.  by  mortgage  of  a  term  for  years,  and  also  in- 
debted to  him  by  bond,  if  on  the  death  of  the  mort- 
gagor, his  executor  brings  a  bill  to  redeem  the  mortgage, 
he  must  pay  both."  "  So  if  the  testator,  being  pos- 
sessed of  a  term,  mortgages  it  to  2I.,  and  becomes  also 

indebted 
(a)  2  Dr,  i  War.  p.  190.  (6)  1  P.  Wm%.  p.  776 ;  Prtc,  Ch.  30. 
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indebted  to  A.  by  simple  contract  and  dies^  his  executor, 
bringing  a  bill  to  redeem,  shall  pay  both  the  mortgage 
and  the  debt  by  simple  contract,  because  the  very 
equity  of  redemption  is  assets  to  pay  simple  contract 
debts ;  but  if  any  creditor  of  the  testator  brings  a  bill 
to  redeem  this  mortgage,  he  shall  pay  only  the  mort- 
gage." 

That  judgment  is  very  comprehensive,  and  includes 
all  the  cases;  it  in  fact  decides,  that  where  the  heir, 
devisee  or  executor  files  a  bill  to  redeem,  the  mortgagee 
is  entitled  to  tack  his  simple  contract  debt  to  the  mort- 
gage, whenever  the  equity  of  redemption  is  assets  for 
the  payment  of  simple  contract  debts.  Here  the  statute 
expressly  makes  the  copyholds  assets  for  the  payment 
of  simple  contract  debts,  exactly  in  the  same  manner  as 
if  th^y  were  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  heir,  and  as  if 
the  debts  were  by  specialty  and  binding  on  the  heir. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  in  this  case,  the  De- 
fendant is  entitled  to  tack  the  simple  contract  debt  to 
his  mortgage  debt,  and  that  the  ordinary  decree  to  re- 
deem must  be  made,  unless  the  parties  agree  upon  a 
sale. 


613 


1856. 


After  some  discussion,  this  cause  was  ordered  to  be 
in  the  paper  to  come  on  with  the  cause  of  Chester  v. 
Rolfe,  on  the  31st  of  July,  and  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
then  expressed  an  opinion  that  the  Defendant  could  not 
tack  as  against  the  specialty  creditors. 


July  31. 
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1865. 


GIBSON  V.  SEAGRIM. 
June  23,  25. 

Two  pro-  TN  1851,  Charles  Seagrim  mortgaged  certain  real 
^'^were  mort-  estate  to  Henry  Johnson,  with  a  power  of  sale,  to 
gaged  to -4.,  secure  1,200/.  Afterwards,  in  1862,  Sea^im  mortgaged 
X,  alone  was  the  same  estate  to  Godwin  to  secure  700/.,  and  by  deed 
B^^^^  ^  ^^  ®^^°  ^^*®  transferred  ten  shares  in  the  Winchester  Gas 
that  B.  w  en-  Light  and  Coke  Company,  by  way  of  additional  security, 
titled  to  have 
the  securities 
marshalled,  so       In  1853,  Seagrim  mortgaged  all  hii  lands,  including 

a:§  mortgage,  those  in  the  former  mortgage,  to  the  Plaintiff,  but  the 

in  the  first  in-   gag  shares  were  not  comprised  in  the  security.    On  the 

stance,  on 

estate  T.  17th  Augusty  1853,  the  Plaintiffs  in^titited  the  present 

suit  to  realize  their  securities,  and  they  registered  the  suit 

as  a  lis  pendens f  in  pursuance  of  the  act  (a). 

On  the  10th  October,  1863,  Seagrim  becaine  bankrupt 
and  his  assignees  were  made  parties  to  the  suit 

On  the  4th  November,  1863,  the  first  mortgagees  sold 
the  real  estate  included  in  their  mortgage  for  1,895/., 
and,  after  paying  themselves,  they  handed  over  the  sur- 
plus to  Godwin,  who  applied  it  in  part  payment  of  his 
mortgage  debt,  and  he  then,  on  the  13th  December, 
1863,  sold  the  gas  shares,  and,  having  paid  himself  in 
full,  handed  over  the  balance  (being  about  206/.  lOs.  Id.) 
to  the  assignees  of  Seagrim.  The  Plaintiffs  claimed  to 
have  this  sum  applied  in  satisfaction  of  their  debt,  in 
lieu  of  the  surplus  of  the  proceeds  of  the  real  estate  in- 
tercepted by  Godwin. 

The 
(a)  2&3  Viet.c.  U. 
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The  question  was  adjourned  from  chambers  for  argu-        1855, 
ment  in  Court. 

Mr.  iZ.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Giffard,  for  the  Plaintiff. 
Godwin  had  two  securities,  the  estate  and  the  gas  shares, 
while  the  Plaintiff  had  one  only,  viz.  the  estate.  The 
principle  of  marshalling  is  therefore  applicable,  and  the 
Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  require  that  Godwin  should  be 
paid  out  of  the  gas  shares  alone,  so  as  to  exonerate  the 
real  estate  for  the  Plaintiff's  benefit. 

The  principle  is  laid  down  by  TiOrd  ffardwicke,  in 
Lanoy  v.  The  Duke  of  Athol(a):—Ue  says,  "The 
Duchess  has  two  funds,  real  and  personal  assets,  to 
answer  her  demands  ;  the  Plaintiff  has  only  one.  Is  it 
not  then  the  constant  equity  of  this  Court,  that  if  a 
creditor  has  two  funds,  he  shall  take  his  satisfaction 
out  of  that  fund  upon  which  another  creditor  has  no 
lien.  Suppose  a  person,  who  has  two  real  estates, 
mortgages  both  to  one  person,  and  afterwards  only 
one  estate  to  a  second  mortgagee,  who  had  no  notice 
of  the  first,  the  Courts,  in  order  to  relieve  the  second 
mortgagee,  have  directed  the  first  to  take  his  satisfaction 
out  of  that  estate  only  which  is  not  in  mortgage  to  the 
second  mortgagee,  if  that  is  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  first 
mortgage,  in  order  to  make  room  for  the  second  mort- 
gagee, even  though  the  estates  descended  to  two  diffe- 
rent persons.  And,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion,  that,  so 
far  as  will  secure  the  Plaintiff  her  6,000/.  fortune,  she 
ought  to  be  considered  as  a  creditor,  and  entitled  to  turn 
the  Duchess  upon  the  copyhold  and  personal  estates." 

Lord  Eldon  adopts  similar  language,  in  Aldrich  v. 
Cooper  {b) : — ^"  The  Court  has  said,  and  the  principle 

is 
(a)  2  Atk.  p.  446.  (b)  8  Tei.  p.  391. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

is  repeated  very  disUnctly  in  the  Attorney- General  v. 
TyndaU{a\  that,  if  a  creditor  has  two  funds,  the  in- 
terest of  the  debtor  shall  not  be  regarded,  but  the 
creditor,  having  two  funds,  shall  take  to  that,  which, 
paying  him,  will  leave  another  fund  for  another  cre- 
ditor." 

He  subsequently,  in  giving  an  illustration  of  the  rule, 
instances  this  very  case : — 

He  says  (i),  "  Suppose  another  case  : — two  estates 
mortgaged  to  il. ;  and  one  of  them  mortgaged  to  B. 
He  has  no  claim  under  the  deed  upon  the  other  estate. 
It  may  be  so  constructed,  that  he  could  not  affect  that 
estate  after  the  death  of  the  mortgagor.  But  it  is  the 
ordinary  case  to  say,  a  person  having  two  funds  shall 
not,  by  his  election,  disappoint  the  party  hiving  only  one 
fund ;  and  equity,  to  satisfy  both,  will  throw  him  who 
has  two  funds  upon  that  which  can  be  affected  by  him 
only,  to  the  intent  that  the  only  fund,  to  which  the 
other  has  access,  may  remain  clear  to  him.  This  has 
been  carried  to  a  great  extent  in  bankruptcy."  In 
Baldwin  v.  Belcher  (c),  Sir  Edward  Sugden  states  the 
rule  to  be  perfectly  settled.  His  language  is  this : — 
"The  rule  of  law  is  perfectly  settled.  If  there  are  two 
creditors  who  have  taken  securities  for  their  respective 
debts,  and  the  security  of  first  creditor  ranges  over  two 
funds,  while  the  security  of  the  other  is  confined  to  one 
of  those  funds,  the  Court  will  arrange  or  marshal  the 
assets,  so  as  to  throw  the  person  who  has  two  funds 
liable  to  his  demand  on  that  which  is  not  liable  to  the 
debt  of  the  second  creditor."  The  same  rule  is  adopted 
in  Averall  v.  Wade(d))  Hughes  v.  William${e).    The 

case 

(o)  Amh,  614.  {d)  LL  ^  Goo.  {temp.  Sugden), 

(6)  8  Vei.  p.  394.  252. 

(c)  3  Dr.  *  War.  176.  (c)  3  Mac.  *  Cor.  p.  690. 
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case  of  JBames  v.  Racster  (a)  will  be  cited  on  the  other 
side,  but  the  yice-Chancellor  Knight  Bruce  expressly 
states,  that  his  conclusioo  in  that  case  is  "  entirely  in 
accordance  with  the  principles  on  which  Lanoy  v.  The 
Duke  of  At  hoi  f  Aldrich  v.  Cooper  and  AveraU  v.  Wade 
were  decided." 


Mr.  C.  C.  Barber^  for  the  assignees,  contra.  This  is  a 
mere  foreclosure  suit,  in  which  the  Plaintiff  would  have 
been  simply  entitled  to  redeem  the  prior  mortgages  and 
foreclose  the  mortgagor ;  it  raises  no  particular  equity. 
The  first  and  second  mortgagees  have  realized  their 
securities,  as  they  were  entitled  to  do,  and  the  surplus 
of  the  gas  shares  has  been  handed  over  to  the  as* 
signees;  this  was  quite  proper,  for  the  Plaintiff  never 
had  any  interest  in  those  shares.  The  prior  mortgages 
have  been  discharged,  there  is  now  no  account  to  be 
taken,  and  the  fund  is  no  longer  in  medio,  but  in  the 
hands  of  the  assignees,  and  ad  in  the  case  of  by-gone 
rents  received  by  a  mortgagor,  no  account  can  now 
be  given.  The  Plaintiff  has  no  peculiar  equity  to  be 
paid  in  preference  to  the  other  creditors  of  the  mort- 
gagor, the  utmost  relief  to  which  he  can  be  entitled 
IS,  to  order  the  prior  mortgages  to  be  paid  pari  passu 
out  of  the  two  funds,  as  was  done  in  Barnes  v.  JRac* 
sier{a).  In  that  case,  there  were  two  properties^  Fox- 
hall  and  No.  32.  Foxhall  alone  was  mortgaged  first 
to  Barnes,  and  then  to  Hartwright,  After  this.  Fox- 
hall  and  No,  32  were  mortgaged  first  to  Barnes  and 
then  to  Williams,  Foxhall  being  insufficient  to  pay 
the  first  mortgage,  but  No.  32  being  sufficient  to  pay 
both  of  Barneis  mortgages,  Hartwright  insisted,  as 
against  Williams,  that  Barnes  should  be  paid  out  of 
No.  32  alone,  in  order  to  exonerate  Foxhall,  and  thus 

leave 
(a)  1  Y.^ColL  CC.  401. 
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1855.  l^^c  sufficient  to  pay  Hartwright^s  mortgage ;  but  the 
Vice-chancellor  Knight  Bruce  held,  that  it  was  not  a 
case  for  marshalling,  and  that  Barnes  must  be  paid 
pari  passu,  out  of  Foxhall  and  No.  32,  and  that  the 
residue  of  Foxhall  must  go  to  Hartwright,  and  the 
residue  of  No.  32  to  Williams.  The  reasoning  of  the 
Vice-Chancellor  shews,  that  the  mortgagor  and  Barnes 
together,  and  the  mortgagor  alone,  as  against  Hart- 
Wright,  might  have  made  a  valid  sale  or  mortgage  of 
No.  32. 

This  reasoning  applies  to  the  present  case  and  proves, 
that  the  payment  over  of  the  residue  to  the  assignees 
was  a  valid  irrevocable  payment. 

Mr.  Giffardf  in  reply,  alluded  to  Soler  v.  Kemp  (a). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  resei*ved  judgment 


June  25.  The  MASTER  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  two  estates  ought  to  be 
marshalled.  I  can  have  no  doubt  that  if  these  secu- 
rities had  been  sold  by  the  direction  of  the  Court, 
and  the  money  had  been  paid  into  Court,  the  second 
mortgagee  would  not  have  been  allowed  to  exhaust  the 
proceeds  of  the  real  estate  in  paying  off  his  charge 
upon  it,  to  the  injury  of  the  Plaintiffs,  and  then  to 
hand  over  the  surplus  proceeds  of  the  gas  shares  to 
the  mortgagor,  or  to  his  assignees,  which  is  the  same 
thing,  and  thereby  enable  them  to  receive  something  to 
which  they  were  not  entitled.  On  the  contrary,  accord- 
ing 
(a)  6  Hare,  155. 
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ing  to  the  principle  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Baldwin  v.  1855. 
Belcher  {a);  Lanoy  v.  Duke  of  Athol{b)'y  Aldrich  v. 
Cooper  {c\  and  that  class  of  cases,  the  Court  will  order 
the  funds  to  be  marshalled ;  but  I  agree  with  what 
was  decided  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  Knight  Bruce,  in 
Barnes  v.  Itacster{d),  that  if  two  estates  are  mort- 
gaged to  A.j  and  one  is  afterwards  mortgaged  to  B., 
and  the  remaining  estate  is  afterwards  mortgaged  to 
C,  B.  has  no  equity  to  throw  the  whole  of  A.*8  mort- 
gage on  C.'s  estate,  and  so  destroy  C's  security.  As 
between  B.  and  C,  A.  is  bound  to  satisfy  himself  the 
principal,  interest  and  costs  due  to  him  out  of  the  two 
estates  rateably,  according  to  the  respective  values  of 
such  two  estates,  and  thus  to  leave  the  surplus  proceeds 
of  each  estate  to  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  respective 
incumbrances  thereon.  But,  in  my  opinion,  that  rule 
does  not  apply  to  the  present  case,  to  which  a  different 
equity  is  applicable. 

It  is  obvious,  that  there  are  three  modes  of  dealing 
with  this  case,  the  first  is,  to  allow  the  Plaintiff  to  throw 
the  whole  of  the  second  mortgagee's  charge  upon  the 
gas  sharei,  and  make  them  solely  available  for  payment, 
the  second,  to  apportion  the  second  mortgage  rateably 
on  the  two  properties,  as  was  done  in  Barnes  v.  Ilacster, 
or  thirdly,  to  let  the  mortgagor  have  the  whole  surplus 
of  the  produce  of  the  gas  shares  after  satisfying  the 
claim  of  the  second  mortgagee.  But,  in  my  opinion, 
neither  of  these  last  two  principles  apply  to  this  case. 
Here  a  mortgagor  having  mortgaged  two  properties  to 
one  person,  and  one  of  them  to  another,  and  the  se- 
curity of  the  latter  having  been  exhausted  by  the  prior 
mortgagee,  he  is  entitled  to  say,  as  against  the  mort- 
gagor, 

(a)  3  Dru,  4-  War.  173.  (c)  8  Vet.  382. 

(6)  2  Alk.  444.  (d)  1  Y.  *  CoU.  C.  C.  401. 
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1856.  g&gor,  that  his  mortgage  shall  be  thrown  upon  the 
other  security,  and  that  he  is  entitled  to  be  recouped 
out  of  it. 

I  do  not  say  what  would  have  been  the  effect,  if  the 
sale  and  payment  over  of  the  surplus  had  taken  place 
before  any  suit  had  been  instituted,  but  here,  the  decree 
reserves  the  question,  and  the  suit  having  been  re- 
gistered as  a  lis  pendens  before  the  sale  took  place,  has 
the  effect  of  preserving  all  the  equities,  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  the  Plaintiff  had  taken  proceedings  to  have 
the  money  paid  into  Ciourt. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Plaintiff  ii  entitled  to  have 
the  206/.,  which  is  now  in  the  hands  #f  the  assignees, 
applied  in  payment  of  his  mortgage  security,  and  that 
the  second  incumbrancer  was  bound,  is  between  the 
Plaintiff  and  the  mortgagor,  to  apply  th^  gas  shares  in 
the  first  instance  towards  the  discharge  of  his  debt. 

I  will  certify  accordingly. 


Note.— See  Ttdd  v.  Litter,  10  Hare,  157. 
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SPYER  V.  HYATT.  Teh.  20. 

April  21. 
'DICHARD  HYATT,  a  copyholder  of  the  manor  By  Sir/oAn 

of  Ben8ingt0n,  in  the  county  of  Oxford,  died  in-  ^^'^Ss'anf 
testate,  leaving  a  widow,  and  an  infant  son,  his  custo-  copyholds  of  a 
«»«•.,  k-.;-  deceased  are 

™"yhe>r.  now  assets  for 

the  payment 

The  Plaintiff,  a  creditor  of  the  intestate,  had  obtained  and"by^the 

the  usual   order  for  the  administration  of  the  estate.  Dower  Act, 

The  personal  estate  of  the  intestate  bemg  msumcient  to  which  the 

pay  the  debts,  the  Plaintiff  applied  for  an  order  for  the  ^^^^^^^'^'^ 

absolute  sale  of  the  copyholds,  free  from  the  widow's  subject,  are 

freebench.     This    raised   the    question,   whether   the  effectuafas 

widow's  right  to  freebench   had   or  had  not  priority  against  the 

over  intest^e's  debts.    The  intestate  had  never  been  widow,  to 

admitted.  dower>  Held, 

nevertheless, 
that  the 

Mr.  Sleffield,  for  the  Plaintiff.    The  statute  (3  &  4  Sower"^  ' 
WiU.  4.  c.  104)  makes   freehold,  customaryhold  and  freebench  has 
copyhold  estates  assets  for  the  payment  of  debts  on  over  mere  ere- 
simple  contract,  as  well  as  on  specialty.  The  6th  section  ditors  of  a  de- 
of  the  next  act  (the  Dower  Act,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  106)  "^^  * 
enacts,  *^  That  all  partial  estates  and  interests,  and  all 
charged  created  by  any  disposition  or  will  of  a  husband, 
and  all  debts,  incumbrances,  contracts  and  engagements, 
to  which  his  land  shall  be  subject  or  liable,  shall  be 
valid  and  effectual,  as  against  the  right  of  his  widow  to 
dower/*    The  result  is,  that  the  first  act  subjects  the 
copyholds  to  the  intestate's  specialty  and  simple  contract 
debts,  and  the  second  act  gives  them  priority  over  the 
widow's  dower.    Copyholds  are  equally  within  the  mis- 
chief sought  to  be  remedied  by  the  Dower  Act,  and  it  is 

to 
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1855. 


to  be  presumed,  that  the  legislature  did  not  intend  to 
exclude  them  from  it.  It  is  true  that  the  Dower  Act 
makes  mention  of  "  dower"  only,  but  here  the  widow's 
interest  is  dower  by  the  custom  of  the  manor,  and 
freebench  is  therefore  within  the  act  The  case  is  ana- 
logous to  that  of  escheat,  where  the  lord  takes  subject 
to  debts.  In  Uvans  v.  Brawn  {a),  a  testator  died 
without  heirs,  seised  of  freeholds,  which  he  had  not 
charged  with  his  debts,  and  it  was  held,  as  against 
the  lord  claiming  by  escheat,  that  the  freeholds  were 
assets  for  payment  of  the  testator's  debts.  Again, 
in  BeaU  v.  Symonds  (b),  a  person,  who  had  made  a 
mortgage  in  fee,  died  intestate  and  without  heirs,  and 
it  was  held,  that  the  equity  of  redemption  did  not 
escheat  to  the  Crown,  but  belonged  to  the  mortgagee, 
subject  to  the  mortgage  debt.  Since  tlie  alteration  of 
the  law  as  to  dower,  the  widow's  interett  in  the  free- 
holds is  subject  to  her  husband's  debts,  ind  the  same 
rule  prevails  in  the  case  of  copyholds.  The  husband 
could  formerly  have  excluded  the  wife  fron  freebench 
by  act  inter  vivos  (c),  and  he  may  do  so  new  by  will. 
Lastly,  the  widow's  right  to  freebench  never  arose,  be- 
cause the  husband  was  not  admitted,  and  he  was  not 
therefore  seised  of  the  copyholds  at  his  death,  und  he 
could  not,  before  the  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  26  (Wills 
Act),  have  devised  them;  Wainewright  v.  Elweli{d); 
Doe  d.  Hamilton  v.  Clift  (e).  The  right  of  the  creditors, 
therefore,  attached  immediately  on  the  intestate's  death, 
and  while  the  widow  had  no  interest  in  the  estate. 


Mr.  Martindale,  for  the  widow,  was  not  heard. 


(a)  5  Beav.lU, 
ib)  16  Beav.  406. 
(c)  1  Striven  on  Copyholdn,  90 ; 
Vaughan  d.  Atkins  v.  Atkins,  5 


Burrows,  2785. 

(d)  1  Madd.  627. 

(e)  12  Ad,  4-  Ell.  566. 


The 
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1865. 
The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  widow's  freebench  is  not 
subject  to  her  deceased  husband's  debts,  but  that  it  has 
priority  over  them.  If  the  argument  on  behalf  of  the 
Plaintiff  were  to  prevail,  it  would  follow,  that  where  a 
person,  seised  of  lands  out  of  which  his  wife  is  entitled 
to  dower,  dies  intestate,  the  creditors  could  take  the 
whole  of  the  land,  and  altogether  defeat  the  widow's 
dower;  but  they  cannot  do  so.  In  truth,  what  is 
claimed  by  or  comes  to  the  widow  was  no  part  of 
what  the  intestate  was  seised  of  at  his  death.  He  died 
seised  of  lands  subject  to  the  widow's  right  to  dower, 
and  it  is  only  that  which  became  subject  to  the  pay- 
ment of  his  debts. 

Freebench  stands  upon  the  same  footing,  and  is  not 
subject  to  the  husband's  debts. 

It  is  difficult  here  to  see  whether  the  widow  actually 
has  a  right  to  freebench  at  all ;  and  the  question  as  to 
the  custom  will  be  best  determbed  upon  the  widow's 
application  to  be  admitted.  Let  the  case  stand  over  to 
allow  the  widow  to  apply  for  admission. 


The  widow  having  been  admitted^  the  usual  decree     AprU  21. 
was  made  for  the  sale  of  the  copyhold  estate,  subject  to 
her  freebench. 
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FREAM  V.  BOWLING. 

Jufy  24. 

Atwtaior        HpHE  testator,  by  his  will  dated  in  1843,  gave  and 

f^d^peiloMl  devised  to  his  three  trustees  (who  were  also  his 

Mtate  to  tru»-    executors)  ail  his  real  and  personal  estate  not  therein- 

tees,  and  di- 

rected  them  to  before  disposed  of,  upon   trust,  to  call  in  all  money 

pay  the  in-       jj^  ^j^^  bands  of  his  bankers  at  the  time  of  hia  de^ 

come  to  his 

wife  for  life,      cease,  and  the  debts  due  to  him  and  not  then  inyested 

death,  to  Bell     *^  interest,  and  thereout,  in  the  first  place,  to  pay  his 

his  real  estate,  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and  the 
"and  out  of        .  ^  .        ,  .        .,,         j       ,  .     ^      /  , 

the  money  to    charges  of  provmg  his  will,  and  retam  to  themselves 

anse  there-        jg/^  jg^  each,  and  invest  the  residue,  and  to  pay  to  his 

from,  ni  the  .  '  '  r  j 

first  place,;*  to  wire  the  dividends  thereof,  and  the  rents,  dividends  and 

Md  C  the        interest  of  his  other  real  and  personal  estate  and  effects 

following  during  her  life,  and  after  her  decease,  upon  trust,  abso- 

cifying  t^m),   'utely  to  sell  his  real  estate,  "  and  shall  (proceeded  the 

and  upon  trust  vvJH)  out  of  the  money  to  arise  therefrom,  in  the  first 
to  invest  "the      ,  .      ^„       •  ,  ,-^         ^  . 

remainder  of    placBf  pay  the  following  sums,  viz,,  to  Maty  Learwood 

the  money  to     jg^^    ^^  Thomas  Clarkstone  200/.,  to  William  Clark- 

arise  from  '  ' 

such  sale,"       stone  200/.   and  to  James    Clarkstone   100/.,*'  bnd  a 

swsed^hereor  number  of  other  legacies ;  and  he  directed  his  trustees 

and  of  his  per-  and  executors  to  pay  the  legacy  duty  which  would  be 

trust topaycei^  payable  in  respect  of  all  the  said  several  legacies.    And 

tain  annuities,   upQ^  further  trust,  that  his  said  trustees  "should  lay 
and  he  save  ^  .       ^ 

the  residue       out  and  invest  the  remainder  of  the  money  to  arise  from 

tiff    Hetd**"  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^  sales"  at  interest,  upon  government  or  real 

by  the  Master  security,  and  should  stand  possessed  thereof  and  of  his 

that  the  b^  ^^^^  personal  estate  thereinbefore  bequeathed  to  them, 

^et\AioA,f  upon  trust  to  pay  each  of  his  sisters  and  sisters-in-law, 

were  payable  ^^^  Milling  ton,  Mary  Cole  and  Sarah  Prosstr,  and 

thl^rU^Ltote  ^^^  brother-in-law,  William  White,  an  annuity  or  yearly 

but  the  decree  sum 
waa  varied  by  the  Lords  Justices. 
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sum  of  40/.,  free  from  legacy  or  other  duty,  for  life.  And  1865. 
upon  further  trust,  to  pay  the  PlaintifF,  Mary  Fream, 
the  residue  and  remainder  of  the  said  interest,  dividends 
and  proceeds  until  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them,  I^oiruno. 
bis  sisters  and  brothernn-law,  to  and  for  her  own  use 
and  benefit ;  and  from  and  after  the  decease  of  such 
survivor  of  his  said  sisters  and  brother-in-law,  that  bis 
said  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  should  stand 
possessed  of  all  the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  the 
produce  of  his  said  real  and  personal  estate,  in  trust  for 
the  Plaintiff  absolutely.  He  then  declared,  that  the 
interest  of  hie  nephews  and  nieces  in  their  ''  legacies" 
should  become  vested  immediately  upon  his  decease, 
notwithstanding  the  payment  was  postponed  till  after 
the  decease  of  his  wife.  He  then  devised  his  trust 
estates  to  his  three  trustees,  ''  subject  to  the  trusts  and 
equities  affecting  the  same  respectively,  and  to  the  pur- 
poses of  my  will." 

The  testator  died  in  1848  ;  his  wife  predeceased 
him. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  legacies  given  by  the 
testator's  will  (which,  exclusive  of  those  to  the  execu- 
tbrs,  amounted  to  4,350/.)  and  the  legacy  duty  thereon, 
were  charged  by  the  testator  on  his  real  estate  only,  or 
whether,  the  real  estate  being  insufficient  to  pay  them, 
the  personal  estate  was  properly  resorted  to  by  the  . 
trustees  to  make  up  the  deficiency. 

The  trustees,  considering  the  real  and  personal  estate 
to  have  been  intended  by  the  testator  to  constitute  a 
mixed  fund  for  payment  of  the  legacies,  paid  them  all  in 
full,  the  real  estate  being  only  of  the  value  of  2,000/., 
so  that  about  2,500/.  had  been  paid  out  of  the  personal 
estate. 

s  s  2  Mr. 
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1866.  Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Bevir,  for  the  Plaintiff,  Mary 

Fream,  the  residuary  legatee.  The  testator  gives  the 
income  of  the  personal  estate  and  the  rents  and  profits 
DowLiNo.  of  the  real  estate  to  his  wife  for  life,  but  after  her  death 
he  separates  the  real  estate  from  the  personal  estate 
and  creates  a  series  of  trusts  in  respect  of  the  real  estate 
alone.  He  directs  it  to  be  sold  and  certain  specified 
sums  to  be  paid  out  of  the  produce,  and  the  residue  to 
be  invested.  This  amounts  to  a  gift  of  specific  portions 
of  the  produce  of  the  real  estate,  and  these  sums  are 
payable  solely  and  only  out  of  such  proceeds,  and  the 
personal  estate  is  exonerated.  This  view  of  the  case  is 
strongly  supported  by  the  authorities.  In  Hancox  v. 
Abbey {a\  there  was  a  devise  to  sell  and  pay  off  a 
mortgage  and  raise  another  sum,  which  the  testator 
gave  to  his  daughter.  It  was  held,  that  the  personal 
estate,  though  bequeathed  after  payment  of  debts  and 
legacies,  was  exempted  from  payment  of  those  two 
sums.  So  in  Newbold  v.  Roadknight  (b),  the  testator 
devised  a  real  estate  in  trust  to  sell,  and  pay  out  of  the 
proceeds  a  sum  of  money  to  one  person  and  the  residue 
of  the  proceeds  to  others ;  it  was  held,  that  this  was  not 
a  gift  of  legacies  with  a  collateral  charge  upon  the  estate, 
but  substantially  a  gift  of  the  whole  estate  itself,  and 
that  the  gift  was  ademed  if  the  testator  sold  the  estates 
in  his  lifetime.  In  Dickin  v.  Edwards  {c),  a  testator 
devised  his  estate  to  a  trustee  upon  certain  uses,  and 
directed  him  to  raise  1,000Z.  by  sale  of  timber,  which  be 
bequeathed  to  the  Plaintiff;  and,  after  giving  other 
pecuniary  legacies,  he  bequeathed  his  residuary  per- 
sonal estate,  subject  to  the  payment  of  his  legacies, 
debts,  &c.,  to  certain  legatees.  It  was  held,  that  the 
1,000/.  was  not  charged  upon  the  personal  estate.    All 

the 

(a)  11  Vei.  179.  Taml,  492. 

(6)  I    Rim,    if    MyL    677  ;  (c)  4  Bart,  273. 
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the  aotborities  are  there  collected,  and  the  principle  in  1865. 
there  stated,  "  that  where  a  testator  bequeaths  a  sum 
of  money  in  such  a  manner  as  to  shew  a  separate  and 
independent  intention  that  the  money  shall  be  paid  to  Dowlino, 
the  legatee  at  all  events,  that  intention  will  not  be  held 
to  be  controlled  merely  by  a  direction  in  the  will,  that 
the  monies  are  to  be  raised  in  a  particular  way  or  out 
of  a  particular  fund.  In  Mann  y,  Copland  (a),  Sir  T. 
Plumer  says,  ^*  the  legacy  may  stand  though  the  fund 
out  of  which  it  is  directed  to  be  paid  does  not  exist. 
The  legacy  is  not  so  specific  and  so  connected  with  the 
fund  as  to  fail  if  there  is  no  such  fund,  it  appearing 
that  there  was  a  fixed,  independent,  separate,  distinct 
intent  to  give  the  legacy ;  the  particular  property  out  of 
which  it  was  to  be  paid  being  a  secondary  thought." 
The  principle,  therefore,  is,  that  where  there  is  a  fixed, 
separate  and  independent  intention,  in  the  testator's 
mind,  to  give  the  legacy  at  all  events,  there  the  per- 
sonal estate  will  go  to  satisfy  the  bequest,  if  the  parti- 
cular estate  out  of  which  it  is  to  be  paid  fails  ;  but  here 
there  is  no  such  intention  manifested.  The  legacies  are 
strictly  portions  of  the  proceeds  of  the  real  estate  and 
nothing  more.    They  cited  Crowder  v.  Clowes  (ft). 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  T.  H.  Terrell,  contrd.  The 
legacies  are  general  and  demonstrative,  and  do  not  fail 
by  the  failure  or  inadequacy  of  the  fund ;  Fowler  v. 
Willoughby  ifi)  \  Kirby  v.  Potter  {d).  In  Savile  v. 
JBlacket{e)f  the  Court  said,  **  If  a  legacy  was  given  to 
J.  S.  to  be  paid  out  of  such  a  particular  debt,  and  there 
should  not  appear  to  be  any  such  debt,  or  the  fund  fail, 
still  the  legacy  ought  to  be  paid,  and  the  failing  of  the 

modus 

(a)  2  Madd.  p.  226.  (d)  4  Ves  743. 

(6)  2  re$.jun.  449.  {e)  1  P.  Wms.  p.  779. 

(c)  2  Sim,  ^  Stu.  354. 
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Ig66«  moduB  appointed  for  payment  should  not  defeat  the 
legacy  itself/'  There  is  a  blending  together  of  the  real 
and  personal  estate  into  one  fund,  which  shews  that  they 
were  both  to  be  liable  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees  for 
the  payment  of  the  legacies.  The  ultimate  gift  is  of 
^  Testy  residue  and  remainder  of  the  produce  of  the  real 
and  personal  estate/'  which  form  of  residuary  gift  has 
been  held  to  make  legacies  a  charge  both  on  the  real 
and  personal  estate,  as  in  Bench  v.  Biles  (a) ;  Jftre* 
house  V.  Scaife{b) ;  Francis  v.  Clem<nD{c) ;  Awbrey  v. 
Middleion  i^d).  They  relied  on  the  expression  ''  first 
place,"  which  intimated  that  another  fund,  viz.,  the  per- 
sonal estate,  was  to  be  applied  *'  in  the  next  place,"  on 
Jibe  direction  to  the  executors  to  pay  the  legacy  duty, 
on  the  proviso  which  followed  the  gift  to  the  Plaintiff, 
where  the  term  legacies  was  used,  and  on  certain  pe- 
<cuniary  legacies  which  the  testator  had  given  by  his 
«odiciL 

Mr.  Lloyd  was  stopped  in  his  reply. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  personal  estate  is  exonerated. 

There  is  a  distinction  of  very  considerable  importance 
to  be  found  in  the  books  between  a  legacy  given  charged 
upon  a  particular  estate  and  where  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  of  a  particular  estate  are  created  a  i\ind  for  the  pay- 
ment of  a  legacy.  In  this  will  I  find  no  gift  at  all,  ex- 
•cept  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  real  estate. 

The  scope  of  the  will  undoubtedly  is  this : — The 

testator 

(a)  4  Madd.  187.  (d)  4  Fin.  Abr.  460,  pi.  15; 

(6)  2  Myl.  4-  Cr.  706.  2  Eg  Ca.  Ab,  497,  pL  16. 

<c)  Kay,  435. 
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testator  gives  to  his  trustees  and  executors  all  his  real  1865. 
and  personal  estate,  he  keeps  the  real  estate  uncon- 
verted during  the  life  of  the  widow,  and  desires  that 
she  should  receive  the  rents  of  the  estate,  so  that  the  Dowlimo. 
whole,  no  doubt,  is  blended  together  in  one  general 
Aind;  but  upon  the  death  of  the  widow,  he  makes  a 
clear  and  distinct  separation.  The  trustees  are  then 
lo  sell  the  real  estate,  and,  in  the  first  place,  to  stand 
possessed  of  the  money  to  arise  therefrom,  upon  certain 
trusts.  What  are  those  trusts?  Why,  it  is  to  be  applied, 
in  the  first  place,  in  payment  of  a  series  of  legacies,  and 
then  of  the  legacy  duty ;  and  after  all  this  is  done,  the 
trustees  are  to  ^May  out  and  invest  the  remainder  of  the 
money  to  arise  from  such  sale  or  sales."  There  is,  there- 
fore, a  clear  direction  how  the  produce  of  the  real  estate 
is  to  be  applied,  viz.,  in  the  first  place,  in  payment  of 
these  legacies,  then  in  the  next  place  in  payment  of  the 
legacy  duty,  for  though  nothing  is  said  in  the  will  that 
the  legacy  duty  is  to  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  of  bis  real  estate,  yet  it  is  clear,  from  the  position 
in  which  the  direction  is  placed,  that,  if  necessary,  it 
must  fall  on  it.  If  legacies  are  payable  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  real  estate  only,  and  nothing  is  said  as  to  the 
legacy  duty,  then  it  is  clear  that  it  would  have  to  be 
borne  by  the  legatees  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  real 
estate ;  but  here  the  testator  wishes  the  legatees  to  take 
free  from  legacy  duty,  and  it  is  payable  out  of  the  real 
estate.  I  find  no  other  part  of  the  will  where  there  is  a 
direction  for  payment  of  the  legacy  duty.  The  testator 
then  directs,  that  the  remainder  to  be  invested  by  the 
trustees. 

It  is  true  he  previously  blends  the  real  and  personal 
estate,  and  he  subsequently  directs  the  executors  to 
unite  the  remainder  of  the  money  to  arise  from  the  sale 

of 
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1865.  <>f  ^^  r^^i  estate  and  his  personal  estate  into  one  fund. 
Then  why  did  he  not  direct  these  legacies  to  be  paid 
out  of  the  joint  fund,  if  he  had  intended  it,  as  he  did 
ail  the  subsequent  annuities  ?  The  case  of  Hancox  v. 
Abbey  (a),  and  all  the  other  cases  of  that  class,  appear 
to  me  to  apply  expressly  to  this  case.  There  is  no  gift 
'  whatever,  except  after  the  estate  has  been  converted 
and  the  proceeds  are  in  the  hands  of  trustees,  who  are 
then  directed  to  apply  them  in  a  particular  manner. 

Fowler  v.  WxUoughby  (i)  was  the  case  of  "  a  pe- 
cuniary legacy  with  a  particular  security,"  and  the 
Court  gave  effect  to  it,  though  the  particular  security 
intended  by  the  testator  happened  to  fail.  It  would  be  a 
very  different  thing  if  the  testator  had  directed  a  sale  of 
the  real  estate,  and  the  proceeds  apportioned  among  the 
various  persons;  that  is  the  distinction  between  this 
case  and  Fowler  v.  Willoughby,  and  brings  it  within  the 
principle  laid  down  in  Hancox  v.  Abbey ^  and  other  cases 
of  a  similar  description.  The  gift  of  the  residue,  and  the 
cases  relating  to  that  point,  as  Mirehouse  v.  Scaif^  do 
not  appear  to  affect  this  question,  provided  I  am  right  in 
this :— that  there  is  no  gift  whatever,  except  of  the  pur- 
chase-money to  arise  by  the  sale  of  the  estates.  1 1  is  true, 
that  the  sale  was  postponed  for  the  convenience  of  the 
life  estate,  and  that  the  gifts  were,  nevertheless,  to  be 
vested,  but  that  leaves  untouched  the  question,  whether 
the  personal  estate  is  exonerated. 

If  the  codicil  stood  alone,  and  gave  a  legacy  of  lOOZ. 
to  the  son  of  his  sister-in-law,  Mary  Cole^  and  a  legacy 
of  250/.  to  Rachel  White,  the  daughter  of  his  brother-in- 
law,  no  doubt  those  would  be  general  and  pecuniary  le- 
gacies, but  the  testator  confirms  his  will  in  every  respect, 

with 
(a)  11  Vei.  179.  (6)  2  Sim,  ^  Stu.  p.  358. 
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with  the  exceptions,  that  he  substitutes  a  legacy  of  100/. 
for  150/.  to  Charles  Cole,  and  250/.  for  200/.  to  Rachel 
White.  The  result  of  which  is,  that  you  must  read 
the  will  as  giving  those  two  sums  of  100/.  and  250/., 
the  codicil  only  altering  those  two  amounts,  and  leaving 
all  the  other  matters  in  exactly  the  same  situation. 

My  opinion,  therefore,  is,  that  these  legacies  were 
thrown  upon  the  proceeds  of  the  real  estate,  and  that 
the  general  personal  estate  was  exonerated.  The  testator 
expected  that  the  proceeds  of  the  real  estate  would  be 
sufficient  to  pay  the  whole,  but  why  he  should  have 
blended  the  whole  funds  for  one  purpose,  and  then  have 
separated  them,  and  afterwards  united  them  together  for 
another  purpose,  I  cannot  speculate  upon. 

It  is  a  hard  case,  and  very  probably  all  parties  acted 
under  a  mistake;  but  there  is  nothing  to  amount  to 
acquiescence  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff. 

Declare  the  legacies  payable  exclusively  out  of  the 
produce  of  the  real  estate. 


On  the  23rd  December^  1855,  the  Lords  Justices 
varied  the  decree  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  by  omit- 
ting the  declaration  appealed  from,  and  substituting  a 
declaration  that  the  legacies  were  all  payable  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  real  estate  and  the  general  personal  estate 
not  speci6cally  bequeathed. 


6sa 
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July  18,  19. 

The  testator 
directed  the 
investment  in 
the  funds  of 
tutiicient  to 
produce  40L 
a  year,  and 
the  dividends 
to  be  paid  to 
his  wife  for 
life,  and  he 


MILLS  V.  DREWITT. 


npHE  testator,  by  his  will,  bequeathed  his  personal 
"^  estate  to  his  two  executors,  '^  upon  trust,  in  the 
first  place,  to  lay  out  and  invest  so  much  and  such  part 
thereof  in  their  joint  names,  in  the  purchase  of  stock 
in  some  or  one  of  the  public  funds,  or  upon  other 
government  or  real  securities,  at  interest,  in  England, 
as  by  the  dividends,  interest  and  annual  proceeds  thereof 
bequeathed  his  would  be  sufficient  to  produce  the  clear  yearly  sum  of 
fidue  and  the  ^0/.,  free  and  clear  of  property  tax  and  all  other  deduc- 
r^ft*  *?^®'^^  tions  whatsoever,  and  should  pay,  apply  and  dispose  of 
death)  to  other  the  dividends,  &c.  of  the  said  stocks,  &c.,  as  the  same 

wvMtmentwai  ^^^"^^  ^^^^  ^""®  ^^  ^™®  ^^*®  ^^^  ^^  received  by  them 
made  in  Five  or  him,  unto  his  wife  Sarah,'*  for  life.  And  as  to  all 
which  were       ^^^  ^^^^f  residue  and  remainder  of  his  personal  estate, 

reduced  and      ^nd  the  said  stocks,  &c.,  so  to  be  purchased  from  and 

produced  less  /.i.        -i-     •  i.   .  i      • 

than  40/.  after  the  decease  of  his  wife,  m  trust  to  divide  the  same 

Held,  that  the  among  five  persons  therein  mentioned, 
widow  was  o  *^ 

entitled  to 
have  the  de- 
ficiency made 
good  out  of 
the  corpui  of 
the  fund. 

The  widow 
had  received 
less  than  40/. 

forthirty-three  ^f  Parliament,  converted  iitto  840/.  New4Z.  per  Cents., 
years.     Held,  '  '  ' 

that  there  had   and  by  successive  conversions,  they  ultimately  became 

or  acqut***"^*"*  860/.  New  3/.  per  Cents.,  the  income  of  which  wae  only 
escence,  the 


The  testator  died  in  1813,  and  the  trustees  and  exe- 
cutors purchased  800Z.  Navy  5L  per  Cent.,  which  pro- 
duced 40/.  a  year,  for  the  widow. 

In  1822,  the  800/.  Navy  5/.  per  Cents,  were,  by  Act 


26/.  4*. 


After  1822,  the  income  being  insuffi- 

considerably 


a  year- 
relating  to  the   cient  to  satisfy  the  annuity  of  40/.,  it  fell 
respective         Jj,^q  arrear. 
rights  of 
parties  to  ao 
existing  trust  fund. 


The 
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The  widow  died  in  1853,  and  the  Plaintiff  was  her        18fi& 
legal  personal  representative. 

The  Defendant  Hrewitt  and  two  oth^r  persons,  who, 
after  the  death  of  the  eKecutors,  had,  in  1844,  taken 
upon  themselves  the  trusts  of  the  stock,  and  had  trans- 
ferred it  into  their  own  names,  sold  out  the  stock  and 
divided  the  proceeds  among  the  residuary  legatees, 
though  notice  had  been  served  upon  Drewitt  by  the 
Plaintiff,  that  he  claimed  to  have  the  arrears  of  the  an- 
nuity made  good  out  of  the  corpus  of  the  860/.  £3  per 
Cents. 

The  Plaintiff  filed  his  bill,  asking  a  declaration  that 
the  widow  was  entitled  to  a  full  and  clear  annuity  of 
40/.  a  year,  and  to  have  the  arrears  made  good  out  of 
the  fund. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Cory^  for  the  Plaintiff,  contended, 
that  he  was  entitled  to  have  the  arrears  raised  and  paid 
out  of  the  corpus  of  the  fund,  for  the  gift  was  not 
of  the  interest  of  so  much  stock,  but  a  clear  annuity 
of  40/.,  to  be  provided  for  by  investing  a  sum  of  money 
sufficient  to  produce  it.  They  cited  JDavies  v.  fVat' 
tier  {a);  May  v.  Bennett  (b);  Kendall  v.  Russell (c); 
Phillipo  V.  Munnings(d);  JRoch  v.  Callen(e), 

Mr.  R,  Palmer  and  Mr.  Selun/n,  for  Drewitt^  the 
trustee.  The  testator  did  not  give  his  wife  an  annuity 
of  40/.  a  year,  but  only  directed  the  executors  to  invest 
a  sum  sufficient  to  produce  that  amount ;  they  strictly 
complied  with  that  direction,  and  consequently  no  more 
could  be  required  of  them,  and  the  widow  must,  there- 
fore, 

(a)  1  Sim,  i  Stu.  463.  (d)  2  MyL  *  Cr.  309. 

(h)  1  Rut$,  370.  (e)  6  Hare,  631. 

(c)  3  Sim,  424. 
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Mills 

o. 

Drbwitt. 


fore,  bear  the  subsequent  variation  in  the  fund  effected 
by  an  act  of  the  legislature.  The  case  is  distinguish- 
able from  Aspland  v.  Watte  {a),  in  which  no  invest- 
ment at  all  h^d  been  made*  The  Plaintiff,  at  the 
utmost,  can  only  call  upon  the  residuary  legatees,  as  in 
Innes  v.  Mitchell  (&),  to  abate  rateably  with  the  widow 
in  the  proportion  of  the  amounts  of  their  respective  in- 
terests in  the  investment.  The  fund  required  to  fulfil 
the  intention  of  the  testator  being  set  apart,  the  resi- 
duary legatees,  in  case  of  a  conversion  of  the  stock  and 
reduction  of  dividends,  could  not  alone  be  called  on  to 
abate.  The  testator  carefully  avoids  using  the  word 
*'  annuity,"  but  adopts  the  expressions  "  dividends,  in- 
terest, &c.  of,  &;c.,"  and  therefore  the  cases  as  to  an 
absolute  gift  of  a  particular  annual  sum  are  inappli- 
cable. What  is  the  sum  which  ought  to  have  been  set 
apart?  the  Plaintiff  says,  a  sum  which,  at  all  times, 
would  produce  40/.  But  that  being  once  done,  what 
are  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  the  sum  so  set  apart? 
The  widow  was  only  to  have  a  life  estate  in  it,  with 
remainder  to  the  legatees. 

After  acquiescing  for  so  long  a  time  in  the  payment  of 
the  reduced  amount,  the  widow  was  precluded  claiming 
more ;  Browne  v.  Cross  (c).  She  must  be  held  to  have 
known  of  the  conversion  and  reduction  of  the  funds  by 
the  law  of  the  land ;  this  was  laid  down  by  Lord  Cot- 
tenham  in  Johnson  v.  Miller  (referred  to  by  Mr.  Munro, 
Registrar). 

Mr.  J7.  Stevens f  for  the  co-trustees  and  some  of  the 
cestuis  que  trust.  The  fund  is  ultimately  to  be  divided 
amongst  the  remaindermen,  but  if  the  arrears  of  the  an- 
nuity are  charged  upon  the  corpus^  the  gift  to  them  will 

be 


(a)  Ante,  p.  474, 


(6)  1  FkUl.  710. 


(c)  14  fieav.  105. 
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be  defeated,  and  in  eflfect  be  struck   out  of  tbe  will ;        1855. 
Foster  v.  Smith  {a). 


Mr.  Roupell  and  Mr.  Shebheare^  for  persons  entitled 
to  one-tenth  of  the  residue,  contended,  that  this  was  not 
a  case  of  improper,  but  of  insufficient  investment,  in 
which  the  widow  had  acquiesced  since  1822,  she  never 
having  raised  the  claim  now  raised  by  her  represen- 
tative. 

Mr.  Lloyd  was  not  heard  in  reply. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  decree  in  this 
case.  I  proceed  upon  the  construction  of  the  will, 
which  I  am  of  opinion  makes  the  corpus  of  the  fund 
liable  to  pay  a  clear  yearly  sum  of  40/.  per  annum* 
I  apprehend  there  is  no  magic  in  the  word  "  annuity," 
and  that  it  is  not  by  reason  of  a  person  using  the  word 
"  annuity,"  and  charging  it  upon  an  estate,  that  the 
corpus  of  the  estate  is  liable  to  make  good  that  annuity, 
for  it  is  clear  that  the  testator  may  use  other  words  ex- 
actly in  the  same  manner  as  he  would  *^  annuity .''  The 
distinction  was  taken  by  Sir  James  Wiyram  in  the  At- 
tomet/'General  v.  Poulden  (6) ;  but  the  case  here  is  per- 
fectly distinct  from  that.  If  the  testator  had  directed 
a  sum  of  840/.  to  be  invested  in  Navy  5/.  per  Cents., 
and  the  interest  paid  to  this  lady  for  her  life,  and  had 
disposed  of  that  fund,  after  her  death,  amongst  other 
persons,  no  reduction  whatever  by  Act  of  Parliament 
in  the  rate  of  interest  payable  would  have  enabled  her 
to  come  upon  the  corpus  of  the  fund  ;  she  would  then 

have 

(a)  1    FhilL    629,    reversing  (6)  3  Bare,  555. 

5.C.2  F.4^C.  C.C.  193. 


Mills 

«. 

Drewitt. 
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have  been  compelled  to  submit  to  such  abatemeut,  like 
any  other  person  to  whom  a  fund  had  been  given  for 
life.  But  here  the  words  are  these,  **  upon  trust/'  &c. 
IHis  Honor  here  repeated  the  terms  of  the  giftJ]  The 
object  of  that  is  to  produce  a  clear  yearly  sum  of  40/., 
to  be  paid  to  the  wife.  If  the  direction  bad  been  '^  to 
invest  such  sum  in  any  of  the  funds  as  they  should  in 
their  discretion  think  necessary  to  produce  it,  and  Uien 
to  pay  the  dividends  of  that  stock  for  her  lifci  with  re- 
mainder to  other  persons,  some  question  might  possibly 
have  arisen ;  but  here,  the  sole  purpose  and  object  is, 
to  produce  a  clear  yearly  sum  of  40/.,  to  be  paid  to  her 
during  her  life. 


I  cannot  distinguish  this  case  from  the  case  of  May 
v.  Sennett{a);  it  appears  to  me  to  be  perfectly  the 
same.  The  word  **  annuity"  was  not  used  in  the  case 
of  May  V.  Bennett  any  more  than  it  is  here.  The  case 
there  was  this : — ^The  testator,  after  all  his  just  and 
lawful  debts  were  discharged,  ordered  his  executors  to 
lay  out,  in  their  own  names  and  in  what  government 
security  they  pleased,  as  much  money  arising  from  his 
estate  as  would  produce  the  annual  interest  of  54/.  \2s. 
per  year,  for  the  use  of  his  widow  during  her  life,  if  she 
did  not  marry.  It  is  as  near  as  it  can  be  to  this  case. 
Here  it  is, — to  lay  out  **  in  some  or  one  of  the  public 
funds,  or  upon  other  government  or  real  securities,"  so 
much  as  will  be  sufficient  to  produce  the  clear  yearly 
sum  of  40/.,  with  a  direction  to  pay  the  dividends  to  his 
wife  during  her  life.  In  May  v.  Bennett^  the  testator 
also  directed,  if  his  widow  did  marry,  then  the  54/.  12^. 
per  annum  should  cease  to  be  paid  to  her;  and  he 
ordered  his  executors  to  sell  out  so  much  of  the  said 
stock  in  trust  as  would  produce  300/.,  and  to  pay  it  to 

his 
(a)  I  Runell,  370, 
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bis  wife  on  her  marriage^  and  the  remainder  of  the 
stock  that  was  put  into  trust  for  the  produce  of  the 
54/.  I2s,  a  year  was  to  become  a  part  of  the  residue  of 
his  estate,  in  like  manner  as  if  she  did  not  marry.  The 
Master  of  the  Rolls  upon  that  held,  that  it  gave  her 
a  charge  upon  the  fund  to  have  the  full  amount  of 
that  annual  sum  of  54/.  12^.  paid  out  of  the  capital  of 
the  fund.  1  aiti  not,  at  this  moment,  considering  the 
question  whether  she  was  entitled  to  have  that  amount 
made  good  out  of  the  residue,  but  out  of  the  capital  of 
that  fund.  1  am  of  opinion  that  this  case  is  exactly 
analogous  and  similar  to  that. 


1855. 


Mills 

V. 
DftBWITT. 


The  case  of  Foster  v.  Smith  (a\  was  a  very  distinct 
case  :  there  the  testator  gave  a  particular  estate  to  trus- 
tees and  directed  them  to  receive  the  rents,  and  out  of 
tlie  rents  to  pay  an  annuity  to  the  widow  of  so  much 
per  annum.  The  Vice-Chancellor  Knight  Bruce  thought 
that  was  a  charge  upon  the  corpus  of  the  estate ;  but 
the  Lord  Chancellor,  upon  the  construction  of  the  will, 
thought  otherwise  (i),  for  there  a  particular  and  express 
estate  was  given  to  trustees,  out  of  the  rents  alone  of 
which  they  were  to  pay  the  annuity.  That  is  exactly 
analogous  to  the  case  of  the  Attorney' General  v.  Paul- 
den  (c). 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  upon  the  true  construction 
of  this  will,  that  this  fund  was  made  available  for  the 
payment  of  this  yearly  sum  to  the  widow  as  long  as  she 
lived. 


I  do  not  express  any  opinion,  whether  this  invest- 
ment was  proper  or  improper :  that  may  raise  a  ques- 
tion 

(a)  2  F.  *  C.  C.  C.  193.  (r)  3  Hare,  555. 

(6)  1  PhiU.  629. 
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1855.  tion  between  other  persons.  All  that  I  have  here  to  do 
with  is  the  right  of  the  widow,  and,  in  my  opinion,  she 
was  entitled  to  have  the  deficiency  made  good  oot  of 
the  carpus  of  the  fund. 

As  to  the  question  of  laches,  or  lapse  of  time,  I  think 
it  does  not  apply  to  a  case  of  this  description.  Lapse 
of  time  and  acquiescence  apply  to  cases  where  a  fund  is 
parted  with  or  becomes  deficient,  and  where  you  seek  to 
make  a  trustee  answerable  or  liable  to  pay  something 
by  reason  of  his  conduct.  Suppose,  in  this  case,  the 
money  had  been  invested  in  consols,  and  the  trustees 
had  sold  out  a  portion  of  those  consols,  by  reason  of 
which  the  amount  to  pay  the  widow  became  insufficient, 
and  that  the  widow  had  known  of  that  fieict  and  had  ac- 
quiesced in  it  during  her  life,  and  received  the  defi- 
cient amount,  the  question  of  acquiescence  would  then 
have  arisen,  and  it  might  then  have  been  said,  that  she 
could  not  be  entitled  now  to  complain  of  that  which,  in 
point  of  fact,  she  had  sanctioned,  either  expressly  or 
tacitly,  during  her  life.  But,  if  I  am  right  in  the  view 
I  take  of  this  case,  this  fund,  or  a  part  of  this  fund,  is 
the  property  of  the  widow ;  in  fact,  a  portion  of  the 
capital  ought  to  have  been  paid  to  the  widow  during 
her  life,  and  it  is  now  hers,  though  she  did  not  claim  it 
during  her  life.  The  question  now  is,  how  this  fund 
(which  I  treat  exactly  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it 
were  now  in  Ck>urt)  is  to  be  divided  amongst  the 
persons  entitled,  and  whether  the  persons  in  remainder 
are  entitled  to  the  whole  fund,  or  whether  some  portion 
does  not  belong  to  the  widow,  by  reason  of  her  not 
having  been  paid  her  402.  a  year  in  full.  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  a  portion  of  this  fund  does  belong  to  the 
widow,  and  that,  consequently,  her  representative  is 
entitled  to  have  the  capital  applied  in  making  good  that 
which  was  not  paid  to  her  during  her  life. 
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HOOPER  V.  COOKE.  July  u,  25. 

August  2. 

TN  1778|  by  lease  and  release,  a  piece  of  land  was  A  rent-charge 

-*■    conveyed  to  J.  P.  in  fee,  to  the  use  that  Peter  ^  hlj^w?  wlr 

Hooper  the  elder,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  should  for  ever  power,  when. 

1  t*  Ai        t      '       •         L  X         J  ">  arrear,  to 

receive  a  rent-charge  of  4/.  to  be  issuing  thereout,  and  ^nter  and  re- 

to  the  use  that,  when  in  arrear  fifteen  days,  Peter  Hooper  ^eive  the  rents 

and  his  heirs  might  enter  and  distrain,  and  to  the  use,  arrears  and 

when  in  arrear  thirty  days,  Peter  Hooper  and  his  heirs  chM^'^nd 

might  enter,  and  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  thereof,  expenses  oo- 

and  of  every  part  thereof,  to  have,  receive  and  take  to  ^n-payment 

and  for  his  and  their  own  use  and  benefit,  until  he  and  ■hould  be  sa^ 

tisfied.    The 
they  should  thereby,  therewith  or  otherwise  be  fiilly  rent-charge 

paid  and  satisfied,  and  the  said  yearly  rent-charge  and  ^*"^*"  J!!®"* 
all  arrears  thereof,  and  also  all  such  arrears  thereof  as  entered,  and 
should  grow  due    during  the  time  he  or  they  should,  bein/ffreatly 
by  virtue  of  such  entry,  be  in  possession  of  the  said  dilapidated 
premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  together  with  all  such  nanted,  he  re- 
costs,  charges  and  expenses  as  should  be  laid  out,  sus-  paired  and  let 
tained  or  occasioned  by  or  by  reason  of  the  non-pay-  the  question 
ment  thereof,  and  subject  to  the  said  yearly  rent-charge,  ™|\^'of  Sie 
and  to  the  remedies  and  powers  for  the  recovery,"  the  rent-chaige 
property  was  conveyed,  as  to  one-half,  to  Fisher  in  fee,  ^  allowed  the 

and  as  to  the  other  to  Jelly  in  fee.    And  Fisher  and  monies  ex- 
_  „  -  -     "^  ,  pended  by  him 

Jelly  covenanted  to  pay  the  rent-charge.  in  repairing 

the  property 
was  one  to  be 
The  property  was  afterwards  conveyed   (subject  to  determined  at 

the  rent-charge  of  41.)  to  certain  parties,  and  subject  jf  he  was  not 

to  a  further  perpetual  rent-charge  of  40/.  a  year,  which  entitled  thereto 

-  at  law,  neither 

rent-charge  was  he  in 
equity. 
Plaintiff  relieved  from  a  judgment  at  law  by  consent,  given  as  the  price  of  an  in- 
junction in  equity,  the  point  in  issue  turning  oyt  to  be  legal  and  not  equitable. 

VOL.  XX.  T  T 
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1855.       rent-charge  of  40/.  was  now  vested  in  the  Defendant 
Coohe. 

In  1842|  the  houses  on  the  property  became  very  dila- 
pidatedy  and  being  untenanted  and  abandoned  became 
dismantled  and  the  resort  of  thieves,  and  the  rent-charge 
of  4/.  fell  four  years  into  arrear.  In  1844,  the  Plaintiff 
took  possession  and  repaired  the  houses,  at  an  expense 
of  632Zi  He  let  the  property  and  received  rents  to  the 
amount  of  396/.,  but,  in  consequence  of  the  damp  situ- 
ation of  the  property,  he  expended,  out  of  the  sums 
received,  217/.  on  account  of  repairs,  in  order  to  keep 
the  messuages  in  a  habitable  condition. 

In  1854,  the  Defendant  Cooke  applied  for  an  account 
of  rents  to  the  Plaintiff,  who  offered  to  give  up  posses- 
sion and  furnish  the  accounts,  upon  being  allowed  the 
amount  of  his  expenditure  and  the  rentrcharge.  The 
Defendant  refused  to  make  the  allowance  and  pro- 
ceeded to  eject  the  Plaintiff.  The  Plaintiff  thereupon 
instituted  the  present  suit  for  an  injunction,  and  for  a 
declaration  that  he  was  entitled  to  a  lien  upon  the 
premises  for  the  money  expended  in  repairs,  he  submit- 
ting to  account  for  the  rents  and  profits. 

Upon  a  motion  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
action,  it  was  granted,  on  the  terms  of  the  Plaintiff  in 
equity  giving  judgment,  and  undertaking  to  abide  by 
any  order,  as  to  damages,  which  the  Court  might  make. 
The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Howe,  for  the  Plaintiff.  The 
state  of  the  property  was  such,  that  it  was  hopeless  to 
realize  anything  from  it  without  repairing  it.  The  re- 
pairs were  necessary  and  executed  in  a  proper  and  r^- 
sonable  manner,  and  the  property  was  thereby  made 

tenan  table 
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tenantable  and  a  rent  secured.     It  would  be  most  un-        1856. 

equitable  to  allow  the  Defendant  to  have  the  benefit  of 

the  rent  without  reference  to  the  expenditure  by  which 

it  was  realized.    The  rent  of  the  property  is  now  about 

40/.  a  year,  which  is  attributable  to  the  outlay,  and  the 

PlaintifPs  claim  is  in  the  nature  of  a  Welsh  mortgage, 

to  be  repaid  out  of  the  income  of  the  property.     If  the 

property  could  not  be  made  profitable  without  making 

the  repairs,  the  Plaintiff,  of  course,  is  entitled  to  apply 

the  rents  first  in  payment  of  the  repairs,  and  then  of 

his  rent-charge.    The  Defendant's  solicitor  had  notice 

that  the  repairs  were  being  made,  and  did  not  object. 

All  that  is  asked  is  to  continue  the  injunction  and  to 

declare  that  the  Plaintifi*  was  entitled  to  repair,  and  he 

will  accede  to  any  account. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Whitbread,  for  the  Defend- 
ant. The  legal  contract  between  the  parties  was  such, 
that  upon  payment  to  the  Plaintiff  of  the  arrears  of  the 
rent-charge,  his  estate  ceased,  and  he  was  bound  to 
give  up  possession.  This  Court  cannot  enlarge  his 
interest  into  an  estate  in  the  premises,  so  as  to  put  him 
on  the  footing  of  a  mortgagee  in  possession,  who  has 
obtained  the  legal  estate  in  tlie  land  by  the  very  terms 
of  his  contract.  Here  there  was  nothing  to  authorize 
the  Plaintiff  to  rebuild  or  repair,  and  he  is  not  entitled 
to  any  allowance  for  an  outlay  wrongfully  made.  It  is 
a  mere  legal  right  to  be  determined  at  law,  and  there  is 
no  equity  to  vary  the  contract.  They  cited  Pi/Zin^  v. 
Armitage{a);  Clare  Hall  v.  Harding  (b);  Dann  v. 
Spurrier  {c);  JSast  India  Company  v.  Vincent  {d\ 

Mr.  Lloydy  in  reply.    According  to  the  argument  of 

the 

(a)  12  r«.  78,  85.  (c)  7  r«.231. 

(6)  6  Bare,  273.  {d )  2  Atk.  83. 

T  T  2 
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1856.  ^6  Defendant,  if  this  bad  been  agricultaral  land,  and 
the  PiaintiiF  had  entered  and  cultivated  it,  and  had  sold 
the  produce,  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  no  allow- 

CooKi.  ance  for  the  expense  of  cultivation,  or  the  outlay  for  the 
production  of  the  crop.  The  outlay  is  incident  to  the 
nature  of  the  contract ;  it  was  a  necessary  expenditure 
for  the  production  of  any  rent,  and  the  Defendant  can- 
not have  the  benefit  of  the  outlay  without  paying  for  it. 


July  25.  The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

The  house  or  property  on  which  the  PlaintiflTs  rent- 
charge  was  secured  became  dilapidated  and  the  rent- 
charge  fell  into  arrear,  and  the  Plaintiff,  being  unable 
to  discover  the  owners,  and  getting  nothing  from  the 
property,  entered  into  possession.  The  houses  were, 
untenantable,  and  he  obtained  nothing  by  entering ;  and, 
to  enable  him  to  get  something  from  the  property,  he 
caused  the  houses  to  be  repaired,  and  then  let  them  and 
received  the  rents.  The  Plaintiff  has  been  in  possession 
ten  years,  he  has  laid  out  considerable  sums  of  money, 
which  I  assume  to  have  been  proper  and  necessary,  to 
enable  him  to  get  anything  from  the  property,  and 
which  have  not  been  repaid  to  him.  He  has  received 
the  rents,  which,  though  sufiicient  to  pay  the  rent* 
charge,  are  not  sufiicient  to  reimburse  him  the  money 
laid  out  in  the  repairs.  The  Defendant  brought  an 
action  of  ejectment  against  the  occupying  tenants  for 
the  purpose  of  recovering  possession;  and,  on  that 
being  done,  the  Plaintiff  filed  a  bill  to  obtain  payment 
of  the  sums  laid  out  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain 
the  action  until  they  had  been  repaid. 

For  the  Plaintiff  it  is  urged,  that  the  powers  of  dis- 
tress and  entry,  of  themselves,  import  that  the  Plaintiff 

should 
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should  be  at  liberty  to  pay  the  costs  and  expenses 
necessary  for  the  recovery  of  rent,  in  the  same  way  as 
the  costs  of  distress  and  levy  upon  a  tenant  ought  to  be 
repaid  him.  He  says,  that  if  the  property  consisted  of 
a  meadow  of  hay,  he  would  then  be  allowed  the  ex- 
penses of  making  and  selling  the  hay,  that  what  is 
asked  is  the  same,  and  that  the  repairs  are  as  much  a 
necessary  expense  as  the  making  or  selling  the  produce. 

For  the  Defendant,  it  is  contended,  that  the  Plaintiff 
is  not  entitled  to  anything  more  than  what  the  deed 
gives  him,  and  that  the  construction  of  it  must  be  the 
same  at  law  and  in  equity;  and,  further,  that  the 
Plaintiff  has  admitted,  by  coming  here,  that  he  has  no 
defence  at  law.  I  concur  in  the  objection  that  the 
Plaintiff  has  a  mere  legal  demand,  and  that  coming 
here  he  must  make  out  his  right  in  the  same  manner  as 
at  law.  I  do  not,  however,  think,  that  the  circumstance 
that  the  Plaintiff  has  given  judgment  at  law,  without  a 
trial,  is  to  be  treated  as  conclusive  that  he  has  no 
defence  at  law. 

The  result  I  have  come  to,  on  the  fullest  considera- 
tion, is,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  any  relief  in 
equity  on  the  circumstances  appearing  before  me.  I 
thought,  at  first,  that  relief  might  be  given,  on  the  prin- 
ciple that  when  one  has  granted  an  interest  in  property, 
to  another,  he  also,  by  implication,  grants  all  that  is 
necessary  to  enable  the  grantee  to  enjoy  the  thing 
given;  but,  on  reflection,  I  think  that  this  principle, 
though  applicable  to  necessary  expenses  of  making  a 
distress  and  entry,  in  selling  the  goods  and  gathering  the 
crops,  is  not  applicable  to  the  present  case ;  that  it  does 
not  entitle  the  Plaintiff  to  lay  out  money  as  a  mortgagee 
in  possession,  and  to  alter  the  character  of  the  property. 
The  distinction  between  this  case  and  a  mortgagee  in 

possession 
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1855.  possession  is  this: — At  law,  the  mortgagee  is  absolute 
owner  of  the  land,  and  has  a  right  to  deal  with  it  as  he 
thinks  fit.  The  mortgagor  comes  to  recover  possession, 
notwithstanding  his  title  at  law  is  gone,  but  eqnity  only 
gives  relief  on  certain  conditions,  and  will  not  give  hiu 
possession,  unless  on  the  terms,  not  only  of  repaying  all 
money  due,  but  also  all  moneys  which  the  mortgagee 
may  properly  have  expended  for  the  purpose  of  the 
sustaining  and  repairing  the  property. 

The  owner  of  the  rent-charge  has  no  estate  in  the 
land,  he  has  only  a  right  of  entry,  and,  by  perception  of 
the  rents,  to  pay  off  the  arrears ;  he  is  entitled  to  enforce 
payment  of  his  rent-charge  only  in  that  peculiar  way. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  owner  of  the  estate  subject  to  the 
rent-charge  is  not  bound  to  have  resort  to  equity,  but 
when  the  arrears  have  been  paid,  he  can  obtain  pos- 
session without  coming  to  a  Court  of  equity. 

The  right  contended  for  by  both  parties  being  purely 
legal,  it  ought  to  be  tried  at  law.  The  Plaintiff  has 
mistaken  his  position,  and  the  bill  must  be  dismissed. 


Augiat2.  Mr.  Lloyd  moved,  that  in  the  decree,  a  direction 
might  be  introduced  to  vacate  the  judgment  signed  in 
the  action  at  law  pursuant  to  the  Plaintiff's  undertaking 
of  the  14th  of  March^  1854,  the  Plaintiffs  giving  secu- 
rity for  the  rents  in  the  event  of  the  Defendants  finally 
succeeding. 

Mr.  Whitbread,  for  the  Defendant. 

The  CSourt  being  of  opinion,  that  in  case  the  Plaintiffs 
in  equity  should  be  advised  that  there  was  ground  of 
defence  at  law  to  the  action,  the  Plaintiffs  would  be  en- 
titled 
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titled  to  try  the  same,  and  that  for  that  purpose  the        1855. 

judgment  in  the  action  ought  to  be  vacated ;  but  the 

PlaintifTy  being  desirous  to  rehear  the  cause,  did  order, 

that  execution  on  the  judgment  should  not  issue  until       Cooke. 

the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  the  Plaintiffs  giving  security 

to  account  for  the  rent  received  since  the  date  of  the 

judgment  at  law. 

Note.— Affirmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  January  25,  1856. 


ROSS  V.  ROSS. 

July  12, 13. 

nnHOMAS  GOLLY  the  testator,  by  his  will,  dated  The  word 

in  June,   1807,  gave  12,000/.  consols  to  his  ex-  l!,^^,®^^'!;. 

ecutors,  upon  trust,  as  to  one-third  part,  for  his  niece  mote  descend- 

Christian  Ross  for  life,  and  after  her  decease,   upon  person  whose 

trust  to  transfer  and  pay  the  same,  "  unto  and  for  the  '«•"«  "  '■®- 

benefit  of  all  and  every  the  child  and  children  of  the  the  burden  of 

said  Christian  Ross  who  shall  be  living  at  the  time  of  Pfooflics  upon 

^    ,   ,  him  who  con- 

her  decease,  and  of  the  issue,  if  any,  then  living,  of  such  tends  the  con- 

of  her  children  as  may  have  died  in  her  lifetime,  each  of  ^^^  the  word 

her  surviving  children  to  take  an  equal  share,  and  the  "  parent"  is 

issue,  if  more  than  one,  of  such  of  her  children  as  may  ference  tohis 

have  died  in  her  lifetime  to  take  equally  amongst  them  **  W8«e,"  the 

word  issue  is 
the  part  or  share  which  their  parent  would  have  been  confined  to  his 

entitled  to,  if  he  or  she  had  survived  the  said  Christian  "  ^u  ^^"^ 

Moss,  and  if  but  one,  then  to  take  a  chihTs  share.**   The  "  issue,"  in 

«^««»*.^..  reference  to 
testator  ^^^  ^^.^ 

'*  parent'*  in  a  substitutional  gift,  held,  from  the  context  of  the  will,  not  limited  to 
"  children." 

Bequest  to  C  R.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  children  of  C.  R.  who  should  be 
living  at  her  decease,  equally,  and  the  issue  then  living  of  such  of  her  children  as 
might  have  died  in  her  lifetime,  the  issue  to  take  the  share  which  their  parent  would 
have  been  entitled  to  had  he  survived  C.  H.,  and  if  but  one,  then  to  take  *'  a  child's 
share."  There  was  a  gift  over  on  the  death  of  C.  R,  **  without  leaving  a  child  or  issue" 
generally.  One  of  C.  R.*$  children  predeceased  her,  leaving  no  children,  but  only  a 
grandchild,  who  survived  C.  K.  Held,  that  he  took  a  child's  share  with  C.  K.'f  children. 
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testator  then  gave  a  third  of  the  12,000/.  consols  to  each 
of  two  other  nieces,  their  children  and  issue  respectively, 
in  exactly  similar  terms. 

The  will  contained  the  following  gift  over, — **  And  in 
case  all  my  said  nieces  shall  depart  this  life  without 
leaving  a  child  or  issue  of  a  child  living  at  their  respec- 
tive deaths,  then  I  will  and  direct  that  the  said  sum  of 
12,000/.  £3  per  Cent.  Consolidated  Bank  Annnities 
shall,  from  and  immediately  after  the  decease  of  the 
survivor  of  my  said  three  nieces,  sink  into  and  become 
part  of  my  residuary  personal  estate.^ 

The  testator,  in  another  part  of  his  will,  had  given 
3,000/.  consols  to  his  nephew,  with  a  gift  over,  **  in 
case  of  his  death  in  the  testator's  lifetime  toUhout  lawful 
issuer 

Christian  Ross  died  in  November^  1860,  leaving  three 
children,  the  children  of  a  fourth  child,  and  a  grand- 
child of  a  fifth  child,  her  surviving. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  grandchild  was  enti- 
tled to  one-fifth  of  the  trust  funds. 

Mr.  Zloyd  and  Mr.  21  Smith  Oskr,  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
two  of  the  three  surviving  children  of  Christian  Ross. 
The  word  *^  issue,"  in  the  gift  to  the  issue  of  such  of  the 
children  of  Christian  Ross  as  might  have  died  in  her 
lifetime,  must  be  construed  to  mean  '^chjldren,"  because 
the  testator  has  directed,  that  they  should  take  the  share 
which  their  parent  would  have  been  entitled  to  had  he 
or  she  survived  Christian  Ross.  From  this  it  is  mani- 
fest, that  by  "  issue''  the  testator  meant  the  correlative 

of 
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of  "  parent,"  that  is,  "  child ;"  Pope  v.  Pope  (a) ;  Pruen  1865. 
V.  Osborne  (J) ;  Sibley  v.  Perry  (c) ;  Hedges  v.  Har- 
pur  (cf ).  The  children  and  grandchildren,  therefore,  of 
Christian  Ross  are  entitled  to  the  trust  fund,  to  the 
exclusion  of  the  great-grandchild.  [The  Master  of 
the  Rolls. — There  is  no  inconsistency  here  in  holding 
"  parent"  to  be  "  father"  or  "  mother,"  and  yet  '*  issue" 
to  be  used  in  the  general  and  ordinary  meaning  of  the 
term.  How  do  you  restrict  "  issue  ?"  If  the  parent 
of  the  great-grandchild  of  Christian  Ross  were  alive 
he  would  have  been  entitled  to  a  share.]  If  '^  issue"  is 
not  restricted  here  to  children,  it  must  have  a  different 
meaning  in  two  places,  accordingly  as  you  consider  it 
with  reference  to  the  grandchildren  or  the  great-grand- 
child. The  testator  intended  one  substitution  only,  and 
not  a  series  of  them,  through  all  generations  of  issue. 

Mr.  E.  F.  Smithy  in  the  same  interest  with  the  Plain- 
tiffs, cited  Edwards  v.  Edwards  {e). 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Toller,  for  William  Mair,  the 
great-grandchild  of  Christian  Ross,  contended,  that 
"  issue"  was  not  to  be  restricted  to  "  children"  of  the 
children  of  Christian  Ross,  but  extended  to  grandchil- 
dren of  children,  for,  according  to  the  argument  on  the 
other  side,  there  might  have  been  an  intestacy.  The 
trust  fund  was  to  go  over  to  the  residuary  legatees  only 
in  certain  events,  which  had  not  happened,  and  if  there 
had  been  no  child  or  grandchild  of  Christian  Ross  at 
the  time  of  her  decease,  and  her  only  issue  had  been 
William  Mair,  or  issue  equally  remote,  and  if  ''  issue" 
was  to  be  construed  to  mean  "  children"  only,  then  there 
would  have  been  an  intestacy.  But  besides,  it  was 
clear,  upon  the  authorities,  that  ''  issue"  means  grand- 
children 

(a)  14  Bem>.  591.  {d)  9  Bern.  479. 

(6)  11  Sim.  132.  (f)  12  Beao.  97. 

(c)  7  Ve$.  622. 
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1865.  children  as  well  as  children ;  Wyth  ▼.  Blaekman  (a) ; 
Oale  T.  Bennet{b);  Davenport  v.  Hanlntfy{e);  Royle 
▼.  HamiUonid);  SUnwr  v.  Curu)€n{e)i  Dalzell  v. 
WekAif). 

Mr.  Uoyd,  in  reply.  To  adopt  the  construction  of 
the  other  side,  there  will  be  an  indefinite  series  of  sub- 
stitutionsy  and  the  **  parents"  will  be  varying  indefinitely. 
He  referred  to  Barker  ▼.  Barker  (g) ;  Bradihaw  v.  MeU 
ling(h). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

There  is  great  obscurity,  undoubtedly,  in  cases  of  this 
description,  and  I  hsTe  found  some  difficulty  in  coming 
to  a  conclusion  upon  this  point,  but  I  think  that  the  ob- 
servation which  Lord  Eldon  made  in  Sibley  v.  Perry  {i)^ 
that  the  construction  is  to  be  furnished  from  all  the  dif- 
ferent parts  of  the  will,  and  the  design  and  tenor  of  it 
as  manifested  by  its  contents,  is  applicable  to  this  case, 
and  that  it  is  an  exception  to  the  general  rule  to  be  de- 
rived from  the  cases  to  which  reference  has  been  made. 

The  great  object  is  to  discover  the  intention  of  the 
testator,  and  in  construing  wills,  rules  have  been 
adopted,  which  are  best  fitted  to  carry  into  effect  the 
general  meaning  and  intention  of  the  testator.  Those 
rules,  therefore,  are  liable  to  be  modified,  where  the  in- 
tention of  the  testator  can  clearly  be  discovered  from 
the  words  he  has  used. 

The  finst  rule  is  this,  that  the  word  **  issue"  includes 

all 

(a)  1  Vet,  ten.  196.  (/)  2  Sim.  319. 

(6)  Jmbl.  681.  (g)  5  DeGex^  Sm.  753. 

(r)  3  Ve$.  257.  (h)  19  Beat.  417. 

(d)  4  Ves,  437.  (i)  7  Vet.  522. 

(e)  5  Sim.  264. 


Rosi 

V. 
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all  remote  descendants  of  the  person  whose  issue  is  1856. 

spoken  of,  and  the  burden  of  proof  lies  upon  him  who  "^^^^ 
contends  that  it  is  to  be  restricted  to  a  narrower  signi- 
fication. Host. 

The  next  rule  is  this,  that  when  the  word  '*  issue"  is 
used  in  reference  to  the  ''  parent"'  of  that  issue,  it  must 
mean  ''  his  children/'  that  is,  the  word  *'  parent"  con« 
fines  the  word  '*  issue*'  to  the  "  children"  of  the  taker. 

The  difficulty  which  occurs  in  this  case,  in  the  appli- 
cation of  these  rules,  appears  to  me  to  be  this : — It  is 
clear  that  the  **  issue'*  of  the  "  parent"  must  mean  the 
"  children"  of  the  **  parent,"  but  it  is  not  certain,  in 
every  case  (and  it  must  be  so  before  that  rule  can 
apply),  that  the  testator  has,  by  the  word  "  parent," 
meant  to  signify  the  first  taker,  the  child  in  the  first  in- 
stance. That  was  the  case  of  Sibley  v.  Perry  (a)  and 
also  of  Pruen  y.  Osborne  {b),  and  it  was  so  in  the 
case,  before  Sir  Wittiam  Grant,  of  Harrington  ▼.  Zoio- 
renceic).  Upon  this  clause  in  the  will,  if  it  had  stood 
by  itself,  although  my  original  opinion  was  not  exactly 
in  that  form,  I  should  have  been  disposed  to  concur 
with  Mr.  Lloyd,  for  I  felt  considerable  difficulty  in 
coming  to  any  conclusion  other  than  by  referring  the 
word  '*  parent"  to  the  child  of  Christian  Ross,  but  even 
that  is  not  free  from  ambiguity.  The  expression  is 
this :  "  For  the  benefit  of  all  and  every  the  child  and 
children  of  Christian  Ross,  who  shall  be  living  at  the 
time  of  her  decease,  and  of  the  issue  of  any  then 
living  of  such  of  her  children  as  may  have  died  in 
her  lifetime."  Now  that  is  perfectly  general,  **  each  of 
her  said  surviving  children  to  take  an  equal  share,  and 

the 

(a)  7  Ve$.  522.  (c)  Unreported,  but  referred  to 

(b)  11  Sim.  132.  in  11  Sim.  p.  138. 
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1866.  the  issue,  if  more  than  one,  of  such  of  her  children  as 
may  have  died  in  her  lifetime  to  take  equally  amongst 
them  the  part  or  share  which  their  parent  would  have 
been  entitled  to  if  he  or  she  had  survived  Christian 
Ross.**  I  am  disposed  to  concur  in  the  view  that,  if  the 
matter  had  stood  there,  the  case  o(  Harrington  v.  Law- 
rence  would  have  been  applicable,  and  that  the  word 
"  parent"  must  be  referred  to  the  child  or  children  of 
Christian  Ross,  and  yet  it  is  obvious  it  might  bear  this 
construction : — it  might  mean  the  child  of  the  parent 
who  would  have  been  entitled,  if  that  parent  had  sur- 
vived Christian  Ross,  that  is  to  say,  if  one  of  the 
children  had  died  leaving  a  child  who  had  died  leaving 
other  children.  It  certainly  is  open  to  the  objection 
that  Mr.  Lloyd  pointed  out,  that  there  is  a  direction 
that  the  surviving  children  should  take  equally,  and  yet 
that  is  to  some  extent  removed  by  the  preceding  words, 
which  point  to  an  intention  that  they  should  take  per 
stirpes;  but  the  will  goes  on  iu  words  which,  if  they 
had  been  used  alone,  would  have  left  it  quite  clear  that 
the  issue,  if  consisting  of  one  only,  would  have  been 
entitled.  For  although,  if  the  issue  are  more  than  one, 
they  are  to  take  a  parent's  share,  if  there  be  but  one, 
that  is,  but  one  of  such  issue,  that  issue  is  to  take,  not 
the  "  parent's"  share,  but  a  "  child's"  share.  Therefore, 
the  express  words  are  there  direct,  that  if  there  be  but 
one  of  such  issue  left,  that  one  is  to  take  a  ''  child's" 
share.  Then  it  is  said  that  I  must  control  these  words, 
if  I  see  that  in  the  former  part  of  it  only  the  child  of  a 
child  of  Christian  Ross  is  to  take,  although  here  is  an 
express  direction,  that  if  there  is  only  one  of  the  issue 
left,  it  is  to  take  but  a  child's  share,  which  might  let  in 
the  other  and  the  larger  construction. 

It  is  admitted  theLt,  primd  facie,  the  same  words  in 
the  same  will  must  be  taken  in  the  same  signification, 

that 
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that  the  word  ''  issue/'  if  it  is  to  be  found  in  one  part       1855. 

of  the  willy  must  bear  the  same  construction  as  it  bears 

in  another  part  of  the  will ;  and  the  question  which 

was  put  by  Mr.  Lloyd  was  this : — whether,  in  fact,  you 

must  not  control  the  subsequent  meaning  of  the  word 

*'  issue"  where  it  is  used  by  the  testator  by  the  meaning 

to  be  derived  from  the  original  clause.    Now,  I  have 

pointed  out,  that,  in  my  opinion,  in  the  clause  of  the 

bequest  there  is  an  ambiguity  about  it,  because  the  two 

members  of  the  clause  are  not  exactly  consistent  with 

each  other. 

There  are  many  instances  in  the  will  where  the  word 
**  issue"  is  used  in  the  same  sense ;  but  I  go  on,  and 
find  there  are  two  cases  in  which  it  is  used  generally. 
I  refer  to  that  which  is  the  most  material,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  considering  what  the  meaning  of  the  word 
''  issue"  is  in  this  passage  of  the  will  taken  alone,  and 
then  in  conjunction  with  the  bequest  before  commented 
upon.  The  passage  is  this : — '^  And  in  case  all  my  said 
nieces  shall  depart  this  life  without  leaving  a  child  or 
issue  of  a  child  living  at  their  respective  deaths,  then  I 
will  and  direct  that  the  said  sum  of  12,000Z.  £3  per 
Cent.  CSonsolidated  Bank  Annuities  shall,  from  and  im- 
mediately after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  my  said 
three  nieces,  sink  into  and  become  part  of  my  residuary 
personal  estate." 

If  this  clause  had  stood  alone,  I  think  nobody  would 
have  argued  that  the  word  ''issue"  there  was  to  be 
confined  to  the  children  of  a  child ;  there  are  no  words 
there  to  confine  it  to  the  children  of  a  child  or  to 
the  grandchild  of  a  niece.  It  is  a  failure  of  issue  of 
all  classes  at  the  time  when  the  last  niece  dies.  If,  at 
the  death  of  the  last  niece,  there  had  been  a  grandchild 
of  such  niece  alive,  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  the  gift 

over 
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1855.  over  would  not  have  taken  effect  on  these  words  stand- 
ing alone;  there  are  no  expressions  to  cat  it  down. 
Then  it  is  a  direction  that  it  shall  fall  into  and  form 
part  of  the  residue  immediately  after  the  death  of  the 
surrivor,  in  case,  at  the  time  the  survivor  dies,  there 
shall  be  no  child  or  issue  of  a  child  living  of  any  of 
those  nieces.  I  cannot  6nd  a  lai^er  or  more  compre- 
hensive wordy  and,  with  respect  to  this  part  of  the  will, 
it  appears  to  me  to  be  so  unambiguous,  that  I  should  be 
vblating  the  ordinary  and  obvious  meaning  which  is 
put  upon  the  word  **  issue,"  where  there  is  no  expression 
used  which  could,  in  the  slightest  degree,  control  it,  if 
I  did  not  give  it  its  full  effect  upon  the  present  occa- 
sion. If  it  bears  this  meaning  in  this  chtuse  of  the 
will,  why  is  it  not  to  bear  the  same  meaning  in  the 
clause  which  I  have  already  read  ?  It  is,  in  my  opinion, 
quite  distinct  from  the  case  of  Pruen  v.  Osborne,  and 
from  Harrington  v.  Lawrence,  and  it  is  brought  within 
the  observations  of  Lord  Eldon,  who  says,  the  whole 
scope  of  the  will  must  be  examined,  and  you  must  con- 
sider what  IS  the  construction  which  is  furnished  by  the 
different  parts  of  the  will. 

Mr.  Toiler  pointed  out  clearly,  what  would  be  the 
effect  of  holding  that  grandchildren  did  not  take ;  he 
assumes  that,  upon  the  death  of  Christian  Ross,  there 
was  only  a  great-grandchild  of  the  niece  alive,  that 
great-grandchild,  according  to  the  construction  con- 
tended for  by  the  Plaintiff*,  could  not  take.  But  then 
one  of  two  things  would  follow,  you  must  either  cut 
down  the  eff*ect  of  the  meaning  of  the  words  of  the 
gift  over,  which  I  have  just  read,  and  then  say,  that, 
notwithstanding  there  was  issue  living  of  one  of  the 
nieces  at  the  death  of  the  survivor,  or  possibly  a  great 
many,  thirteen  or  fourteen,  grandchildren,  nevertheless 
they  should  take  nothing,  and  it  should  fall  into  the 

residue. 
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residue^  or,  if  you  give  those  words  their  natural  ac- 
ceptatioQy  and  say,  that  that  gift  over  does  not  take 
effect,  you  thus  produce  an  intestacy,  though  there  was 
a  great  number  of  grandchildren,  who,  according  to  the 
construction  of  the  word  ''  issue"  of  a  child  in  the  gift 
over,  were  objects  of  the  testator's  bounty. 

Now,  I  find  it  extremely  difficult  to  come  to  the  con* 
elusion  that  the  testator  could  possibly,  by  the  frame 
and  scope  of  the  will,  have  meant  that.  The  whole 
thing  is  set  right  if  you  refer  (which  I  admit  is  doing 
some  violence  to  the  language)  in  this  part  of  the  first 
gift  to  the  ''issue,  if  more  than  one  of  them  such 
children  to  take  equally  amongst  themselves  that  part 
or  share  which  their  parent  would  have  been  entitled 
to,"  if  you  refer  the  word  "  parent"  there  to  such  one 
of  the  children  of  the  children  of  Christian  Ross,  that 
is,  to  the  grandchildren  of  Christian  Ross,  who,  if  that 
parent  had  lived,  would  have  taken  the  share  which 
the  child  of  Christian  Ross,  if  that  child  had  lived, 
would  have  taken,  that  is  to  say,  it  carries  on  the  dis* 
tribution  per  stirpes^  not  merely  through  the  first  de- 
gree, but  extending  it  even  to  the  second.  That  makes 
intelligible  the  subsequent  expression,  **  that  if  there 
be  but  one  of  such  issue,  then  that  one  is  to  take  a 
chihTs  share,"  but  not  a  parentis  share.  Therefore, 
with  more  hesitation  than  I  had  at  first  when  the 
matter  was  opened  to  me,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the 
word  "issue,"  in  this  case,  is  confined  to  the  children  of 
the  parent,  but  that  the  word  "  parent"  here  does  not 
mean  the  children  of  Christian  Ross,  but  may  mean  a 
grandchild  of  Christian  Ross.  This  makes  the  expres- 
sion **  issue,"  in  the  first  part  of  the  will,  consistent  with 
the  use  of  it  in  the  gift  over,  and  is  the  only  way  in 
which  the  various  parts  of  this  will  can  be  made  quite 
consistent. 
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Id  a  nit  by  a      A    SUIT  was  instituted  by  the   mortgagor,  and   a 

siortffaffOT  for      /  ^ 

redemptioa,  a  decree  was  made  by  Lord  Langdak,  to  take  the 

^J2%*"       accounts  with  annual    rests.      The    mortgagor  went 

■cccmntwith     abroad  and  the  suit  was  abandoned.     He  afterwards 

ne  Phdntiff    ^'^>  ^°^  ^^^  present  suit  was  instituted  by  the  mort- 

died  and  the  gagee  against  the  representatives  of  the  mortgagor  for 

suit  was  aban-  #7       , 

doned;  after  a  foreclosure. 

which,  the 

mortgagee  in* 

Btituted  a  luit  Mr.  J.  JET.  Tojflor,  for  the  Plaintiff,  asked  for  the 

^^^lU^  common  decree,  arguing  that  there  was  no  evidence  in 

decree  mint      the  present  suit  to  warrant  a  decree  with  annual  rests, 
be  the  nme 
and  with  an- 
nual retti.  Mr.  Steere,  for  another  party. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer,  and  Mr.  W.  IL  Ellis,  for  the  prin- 
cipal Defendant,  contended  that,  irrespective  of  the 
evidence,  the  decree  must  be  the  same  as  in  the  other 
cause,  viz.  for  an  account  with  annual  rests.  Tkomey- 
croft  V.  Crockett  (a)  was  cited. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  cannot  make  a  decree  inconsistent  with  that  for- 
merly pronounced  by  Lord  Langdale,  I  shall  direct 
the  accounts  to  be  taken  up  to  the  date  of  the  decree 
on  the  footing  of  that  decree. 

I  think  it  desirable,  if  possible,  to  adopt  the  accounts 
taken  in  tbe  suit  between  the  same  parties. 

(a)  2  HouMeqfLordi  Ca»,  239. 
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ABATEMENT. 

1.  An  abatement  af^er  hearing  does 
not  prevent  judgment  being  deli- 
vered or  the  decree  being  drawn 
up.  ColUnson  v.  Lister.    Page  355 

2.  A  suit  having  been  instituted  by 
ji,  and  B.»  his  mortgagee,  as  Co- 
plaintiflfs,  B.  died  before  decree. 
It  was  ordered,  on  motion^  that  A* 
might  carry  on  the  proceedings 
against  B.*f  executors  and  devisees. 
HaU  V.  Clwe.  575 
See  Injunction,  2. 

Revivor. 

ABSOLUTE  INTEREST. 
1.  A  testator  bequeathed  his  residuary 
estate  to  his  wife,  "  her  executors, 
administrators  and  assigns,"  but  if 
she  died  intestate,  then  his  will 
was,  that  it  should  be  bequeathed 
to  A.  and  B.  The  wife  prede- 
ceased the  testator.  Held,  (inde- 
pendently of  that  circumstance,) 

VOL.  XX. 


that  the  gift  over,  after  an  abso- 
lute interest,  was  void.  Hughes  v. 
Ellis.  Page  198 

.  The  testator  devised  his  real  and 
personal  estate  to  trustees  to  con- 
vert and  invest,  and  pay  the  in- 
come to  his  daughter  for  life,  and 
after  her  decease,  to  divide  the 
fund  among  "  all  her  children  then 
living,"  provided  all  such  children 
may  then  have  attained  twenty- 
one  ;  if  not,  he  directed  the  fund 
to  be  placed  out  at  interest,  and 
the  interest,  &c.  to  be  applied  for 
the  maintenance  and  bringing  up 
of  all  such  children,  until  the 
youngest  should  attain  twenty-one, 
when  the  ftind  was  to  be  divided 
amongst  such  children  as  should 
be  then  living  and  the  issue  of 
such  of  them  as  should  be  dead, 
the  issue  to  take  their  parent's 
share.  Held,  that  a  child  who  sur- 
vived the  mother,  attained  twenty** 
u  u 
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one,  but  died  before  the  youngest 
attained  twenty- one,  took  an  abso- 
lute vested  interest.  Brocklebank 
y.  Johnson,  Page  205 

3.  A  testator,  by  virtue  of  a  power, 
appointed  a  fund  to  trustees  for 
his  four  children,  in  four  equal 
portions  and  subject  to  the  trusts 
thereinafter  contained  respecting 
his  own  residuary  estate.  Some 
of  those  trusts  were  to  the  children 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  thehr 
children,  and  (as  regarded  the  fund 
subject  to  the  power)  the  appoint- 
ment to  grandchildren  was  void 
for  remoteness.  Held,  that  the 
children  took  absolutely  in  the 
first  instance,  and  that  the  subse- 
quent attempt  to  limit  the  absolute 
gift  being  void,  the  children  took 
the  fund  absolutely.  Stephens  v. 
Gadsden.  463 

See  PowBR,  4. 

ACCOUNT. 

1.  Where  a  wrong  baa  been  commit- 
ted^ the  wrong-doer  must  suffer 
from  the  impossibility  of  accurately 
ascertaining  the  amount  of  damage. 
The  Duke  oi  Leeds  v.  The  Earl  of 
AmhersL  2S9 

2.  Therefore  where  an  account  of  the 
equitable  waste  committed  by  a 
tenant  for  life  was  directed  to  be 
taken  against  his  executors,  which 
it  was  found  impossible  to  take 
accurately,  and  the  Master  had  ar- 
bitrarily charged  the  executors, 
his  report  was  supported.  Ibid, 
See  Mortgagee  in  Possession. 

Settled  Account. 
Spoliation. 


ACCRUER. 
See  Laches,  2. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT. 
See  Fines  and  Recoveries  Aboli- 
tion Act,  2,  3. 

ACQUIESCENCE. 
See  Delay. 
Laches. 

ACTION. 
See  Jury. 

ADMINISTRATION. 
Where  an  estate  is  administered,  and 
the  residue  is  paid  over  under  an 
order  of  the  Court,  the  executor 
will  be  protected  and  a  creditor 
will  not  afterwards  be  allowed  to 
sue  bim  at  law.  Dean  v.  Alien^ 

P«gel 
See  Costs,  7,  8. 

Demurrer,  1. 

RbaXi  and  Personal  Estate,  9. 

ADMINISTRATION  SUIT. 
See  Costs,  2,  d,  4»  7,  8. 

ADMINISTRATION  SUJd- 
MONS. 
Practice  of  the  Court  in  granting  or 
refusing  the  common  administration 
decree,  upon  summons,  in  cases 
involving  complicated  questions. 
Rump  V.  GreenhiU.  Sift 

ADMINISTRATOR. 
The  produce  of  a  specific  legacy  mis- 
applied by  A,, an  administrator^  be- 
ing traced  into  post  obit  securities, 
given  by  B,  to  C,  the  Court  held 
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that  the  cestui  que  trust  was  enti- 
tled to  a  charge  on  the  securities. 
Harford  v.  Uoyd:  Page  810 

See  Tracing  Trust  Monet,  2, 

ADMISSION  OF  FACTS. 
Little  reliance  is  to  be  placed  on  the 
unsupported  testimony  of  one  wit- 
ness of  an  oral  admission  by  the 
Defendant  of  the  Plaintiff's  case. 
Greenslade  v.  Dare.  284 

ADULTRESS. 
See  Husband  and  Wive. 

ADVOWSON. 

See  Next  Presentation. 

AFFIDAVIT. 
See  Special  Case. 

AGREEMENT. 
See  Contract. 

ALLOCATUR. 

The  allocatur  of  the  Taxing  Master, 
upon  a  taxation,  does  not,  when 
registered  under  1  &  2  Vict.  c. 
110,  constitute  a  charge  on  the 
real  estate  of  the  cHeat.  Shaw  v. 
NeaU.  157 

ANNUAL  RESTS. 
See  MoRTOAOB,  2. 

ANNUITY. 
1.  In  1838,  A.  B.  executed  a  volun- 
tary deed,  securing,  out  of  his 
estate,  life  annuities  to  seven  per- 
sons, payable  on  his  decease.  In 
1851  he  executed  another  volun- 
tary deed,  covenanting  to  pay  an- 


nuities very  dissimilar  in  their 
nature  to  five  of  the  same  persons. 
Held|  that  the  latter  were  not  sub- 
stitutional for  the  former.  Palmer 
V.  Newell  Page  S2 

.  A  testator  directed  two  trustees 
to  stand  possessed  of  5,000/.,  in  a 
certain  event,  "upon  such  trusts 
as  were  thereinafter  declared  con- 
cerning the  sum  of  20,000/.,  there- 
inafter bequeathed  in  trust  for  the 
benefit  of  his  son  FFt7/tam,  his  wife 
and  children."  He  afterwards  be- 
queathed to  two  other  trustees 
20,000/.,  in  trust,  upon  a  different 
event,  to  pay  William's  wife  an 
annuity  of  200/.  a  year.  Held, 
by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  that 
she  was  entitled  to  two  annuities, 
one  out  of  each  fund,  if  the  in- 
come were  adequate.  (Reversed 
by  the  Lord  Chancellor.)  Hindle 
V.  Taylor.  109 

.  Annuities  held  not  payable  out  of 
corpus,    Ilnd. 

.  Bequest  to  A»  for  life  of  an  an- 
nuity of  100/.,  "  by  interest  arising 
out  of  money  to  be  vested  for  that 
purpose  by  the  executors"  in  pub- 
lic funds  or  other  good  security, 
and  after  his  death,  **  the  said 
capital  stocks  so  purchased"  to 
A.*s  children.  By  a  codicil  the 
testator  said,  "  what  I  mean  in  my 
will  by  securing  money  in  the 
public  funds,  is  to  purchase  a 
capital  stock"  in  the  consols  by 
my  executors.  Held,  that  the  exe- 
cutors might  either  purchase  in 
the  consols  or  in  other  good  se- 
curity, but  having  done  neither  in 
the  life  of  A,,  his  children  were 
u  u  2 
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entitled  to  S,SSSL  Ss.  Sd,  consols, 
and  not  to  2,000/.  cash.  Aspland 
V.  Watte,  Page  474 

5.  The  testator  gave  his  real  and 
personal  estate,  on  trust  to  raise 
such  a  sum  of  money  as,  when  in- 
vested, the  dividends  would  realize 
the  clear  annual  sum  of  200/.  a 
year,  and  to  pay  such  dividends  to 
his  widow  for  life,  and  afterwards 
to  stand  nossessed  of  the  principal 
or  trust  monies  in  tri^st  for  his 
brothers  and  sisters.  There  was 
a  gift  to  the  same  person  of  the 
residue,  "  after  raising  thereout 
the  money  sufficient  to  realize  the 
annuity  to  his  wife."  On  a  de- 
ficiency of  assets,  held,  that  the 
corjnu  was  liable  to  make  good 
the  widow's  annuity.  In  re  Baker^ 
Baker  v.  Baker.  548 

6.  The  testator  directed  the  invest- 
ment in  the  funds  of  sufficient  to 
produce  40/.  a  year,  and  the  divi- 
dends to  be  paid  to  his  wife  for 
life,  and  he  bequeathed  his  general 
residue  and  the  fund  invested 
(after  her  death)  to  other  persons. 
An  investment  was  made  in  Five 
per  Cents.,  which  were  reduced 
and  produced  less  than  40/.  Held, 
that  the  widow  was  entitled  to 
have  the  deficiency  made  good  out 
of  the  cofffus  of  the  fund.  Mills 
V.  DrewiU.  632 
See  Policy  of  Assurance,  2. 

RsAL  AND  Personal  Estate, 
8. 

ANSWER. 
The  Court  will  not  act  on  the  testi- 
mony of  a  single  witness  against 


the  express  denial  on  oath  of  the 
Defendant ;  but  where  the  written 
evidence  has  been  destroyed  by 
the  Defendant  pendente  Ute^  the 
Court  will  assume  that,  if  forth« 
coming,  it  would  have  proved  the 
statement  of  the  single  witness. 
Gray  v.  Haigf  Uaig  v.  Gray, 

Page  219 

APPEAL. 
The  time  appointed  for  redemption 
enlarged,  on  terms,  pending  an 
appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords. 
Ftnch  v.  Shaw,  Colyer  v.  Fhiek. 
555. 

APPOINTMENT. 
See  PowBB,  4,  5. 

ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 
Rule   as  to  the  appearance   of  the 
Attorney-General  in  charity  cases. 
IVare  v.  Cumberlege.  508 


BANKING  COMPANY. 
See  Calls. 

BANKRUPT. 
See  Fraudulent  Preference. 
Order  and  Disposition. 

BEQUEST. 
See  Absolute  Interest,  1. 
Vested  Interest. 
Will. 

BREACH  OF  TRUST. 
1.  Trustees  were  empowered,  with 
the  consent  of  the  wife,  to  lend 
the  trust  monies  to  the  husband. 
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The  wife  authorized  an  immediate 
loan  of  part,  and  of  the  remainder 
at  such  times  as  the  husband  might 
require,  and  the  husband  cove- 
nanted to  pay  it  in  six  months. 
The  money  was  not  called  in,  and 
was  lost  by  the  insolvency  of  the 
husband.  Held,  first,  that  the 
wife's  consent  could  not  be  given 
prospectively  ;  and,  secondly,  that 
the  trustees  were  not  bound  to 
call  in  the  money  at  the  end  of 
six  months.     Child  v.  Child. 

Page  50 

2.  Two  trustees  having  properly  sold 
out  trust  money,  one  of  them 
handed  the  cheque  for  the  pro- 
ceeds to  the  other,  who  misapplied 
it.  Held,  that  they  were  both 
liable.     Truich  v.  Lamprell.      116 

S.  It  is  a  contradiction  in  terms  to 
say,  that  a  trustee  who  acts  is  not 
an  active  trustee,  and  a  defence 
by  a  trustee,  that  he  only  acted 
for  conformity's  sake  is  unavailing. 
Trutch  V.  LampreU.  1 1 6 

4.  A  trust  fund  settled  on  husband, 
wife  and  children  in  succession, 
was  received  by  the  husband,  and 
lent  by  him  to  his  brother.  A 
bill  by  one  trustee  against  the 
other  trustee,  the  husband  and 
wife,  and  omitting  the  brother  and 
children,  held  sustainable,  and  a 
decree  was  made  against  the  hus- 
band, reserving  all  rights  against 
the    brother    and    the    trustees. 


Hughes  V.  Key. 
See  Administrator. 

Annuity,  4. 

Discretion. 

Executor. 


Sd5 


forveiture,  1. 

Notice,  3. 

Tenant  for  Life,  8. 

Tracing  Trust  Money. 

Trustee,  4. 

Wrong-doer. 

BYGONE  RENTS. 
Mortgagee  in  Possession. 


CALLS. 

Specific  legatees  of  shares  in  a  bank- 
ing company,  held  liable  to  pay 
the  calls  made  subsequent  to  the 
testator's  death.  Armstrong  v. 
Burnet.  Page  424 

See  Specific  I^egacy. 

CHARITY. 

See  Mortmain. 

COMMISSION. 
See  Principal  and  Agent,  2. 

CONFORMITY. 
See  Breach  of  Trust,  d. 

CONSTRUCTION. 
See  Absolute  Interest. 
Annuity. 
Breach  of  Trust. 
Calls. 
Contract. 
Conversion. 
Forfeiture,  2. 
Inconsistency. 
Interest,  1. 
Joint  Tenants. 
Maintenance. 
Power,  2,  3. 
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Real  and  Persokal  Es- 
tate, 1,  2. 
Residue. 
Reyiyob. 

CONTINGENT  GIFT. 
See  Vested  Interest. 

CONTRACT. 

A  contract  requires  two  parties  to 
it,  and  a  man  in  one  character 
can,  with  difficulty,  contract  with 
himself  in  another  character.  Col- 
luuom  y.  Luter.  Page  356 

CONVERSION. 
Two  persons  seised  of  freeholds 
agreed  to  carry  on  business  in 
partnership  upon  the  premises  for 
fourteen  years,  and  that  if  either 
died  during  thai  term,  the  sur- 
vivor should  purchase  the  free- 
holds at  a  stated  price.  The  four- 
teen years  having  expired,  they, 
by  parol  agreement,  continued  the 
partnership  "on  the  old  terms." 
One  afterwards  died  intestate. 
Held,  that  the  stipulation  as  to 
purchase  was  binding,  and  that 
the  freehcdds  were  converted  into 
personid  estate^  and  did  not  pass 
to  the  heir.  E$9ex  v.  Essex,  442 
See  Trovba. 

CORPUS. 
See  Annuity,  S,  5,  6. 

COSTS. 
1*  The  Master  having  reported,  un- 
der the  provisions  of  the  "  Mas- 
ters' in  Chancery  Abolition  Act" 
(15  &  16  FwU  c.  80),  that  he  was 


unable  to  proceed  with  im  order  of 
reference  by  reaaoo  of  the  neglect 
of  the  parties  to  auend  his  sum- 
mons, and  the  a^lect  being  oc- 
casioned by  the  solicitor  of  the 
Plaintiff,  the  Court  directed  the 
reference  should  be  proceeded 
with  in  chambers ;  and,  the  client 
underuking  not  to  bnng  an  action 
against  the  solicitor  in  respect  of 
the  conduct  of  the  suit,  it  also 
ordered  the  solicitor  to  pay  the 
costs  of  the  Master's  certificate 
and  of  the  subsequent  proceedings. 
Ridley  v.  Ttplady.  Page  44 

12.  A  suit  between  two  shipownos, 
and  the  mortgagee  of  one,  was 
dealt  with  as  in  an  administration 
suit,  by  first  directing  the  payment 
of  all  the  costs  (except  the  mort- 
gagee's) out  of  the  fund,  and  dis- 
tributing the  residue  pro  rata. 
Alexander  v.  5mmiu,  123. 

3.  The  captain  of  a  ship  served  a 
notice  on  the  trustees  of  the  docks, 
in  which  the  cargo  of  the  ship  was 
being  disdiarged,  not  to  suffer  its 
removal  till  the  freight  was  paid, 
and  wrote  to  the  owners  of  the 
ship  to  inform  them  that  he  had 
atopped  the  cargo  till  the  wages  of 
himself  and  the  seamen  had  been 
paid.  In  a  suit  between  the  owners 
and  the  mortgagee  of  one  of  them, 
tbe  captain  was  made  a  party,  and 
did  not,  by  his  answer,  disclaim. 
The  Chief  Clerk  fouad  that  cer- 
tain sums  were  due  to  him  in  re- 
spect of  wage%  but  that  other  sums 
claimed  were  not  due.  Held,  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  justified  in  making 
the  captain  a  party,  and  that  the 
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latter  was  justified  in  not  dis- 
claiming, and  was  therefore  en- 
titled to  Ilia  costs.  Alexander  v. 
Simms.  Page  12S 

4.  A  atock  legacy,  bequeathed  to 
several  in  succession,  was  appro- 
priated by  the  executors,  and  the 
residue  paid  over.  In  a  suit  be- 
tween the  remainderman  and  the 
executors  alone,  the  legacy  was 
transferred  into  Court,  and  the 
costs  of  suit  were  paid  thereout. 
The  tenant  for  life  aflerwards  filed 
a  claim  to  have  the  amount  of  costs 
recouped  out  of  the  residue.  It 
was  dismissed  with  costs.  Rich" 
ordMtm  V,  Jtusbridger.  136 

5.  Costs  of  a  journey  to  Paris  to  ob- 
tain the  execution  of  a  deed  dis- 
allowed, beyond  the  expense  of 
doing  it  through  an  agent.  In  re 
Bevan.  146 

6.  The  co-trustee  who  had  joined 
as  co-plaintiflr  refused  his  costs. 
Hughes  V.  Keif.  395 

7*  A  simple  contract  creditor  ob- 
tained an  order  to  administer  the 
intestate's  estate.  He  afterwards 
.had  notice  that  the  esute  was  in- 
sufficient to  f>ay  the  specialty  cre- 
ditor and  the  costs  of  the  adminis- 
tratrix, but  he  still  persisted  in 
prosecutii\g  the  suit  Held,  that 
the  fund  must  be  applied,  first,  in 
paying  the  costs  of  the  adminis- 
tratrix, then  in  paying  the  Plain- 
tiff's costs  down  to  the  notice,  and 
the  residue  in  payment  of  the  spe- 
cialty creditor.    Suilivan  v.  Bevan. 

099 

8.  A  creditor  having  continued  his 
proceedings  after  notice  of  a  decree 


for  administration,  was  ordered  to 
pay  the  costs  of  a  motion  to  restrain 
him,  but  was  allowed  to  set  them  off 
against  the  costs  of  the  proceedings 
at  law  incurred  prior  to  the  notice. 
Gardner  v.  Garrett.  Page  469 

See  Dower,  3. 

Interplisadkr  Suit. 

LiBN. 

Motion. 

Trustee,  1,  2. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser,  3. 

COVENANT. 
See  Indemnity. 

CREDITOR. 

See  Costs,  7,  8. 
Dower,  4. 

CROSS-EXAMINATION. 
A  Plaintiff  who  has  required  a  De- 
fendant to  make  an  affidavit  as  to 
the  possession  of  documents,  under 
the  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  18,  may 
afterwards  compel  the  Defendant 
to  be  cross-examined  on  such  affi- 
davit, under  the  40th  section. 
Kay  V.  Smith.  566 

CUMULATIVE  ANNUITIES. 
See  Annuity,  1,  2. 


DEBT, 
^ee  Policy  of  Assurance,  2. 

DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR. 

See  Costs,  8. 

DoWBR,  4. 

Policy  of  Assurance. 
Undue  Influbnce,  2. 
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DECREE. 

See  Mortgage,  2. 

DEED. 
See  AvNuiTT,  1. 
Escrow, 
forfriturs,  2. 

^  IllTBRRSTy  1. 

LiRv,  2. 
Loco  Parsktis. 
Parol  Etidevcs. 
Remotbhbss. 

DELAY. 

1.  A  solicitor  pendiog  his  employ* 
ment  took  security  for  costs  from 
a  poor  and  illiterate  client.  Held, 
that  assuming  a  judgment  creditor 
of  the  client  had  the  same  rights 
as  the  latter,  still  that  after  ten 
years'  acquiescence  the  accounts 
would  not  be  opened.  Shaw  v. 
NeaU.  Page  157 

2.  A  testator  died  in  1809 ;  his 
daughter  came  of  age  in  1829; 
she  then  executed  a  release  and 
married  in  18d6 ;  her  father  died 
in  1850,  and  in  1852  she  instituted 
a  suit  to  make  his  estate  liable  for 
the  profits  made  by  him  (he  not 
being  a  trustee)  by  the  employ- 
ment of  part  of  the  trust  monies 
in  trade.  The  Court  held,  under 
the  circumstances,  that,  assuming 
her  right,  there  was  nothing  to 
justify  the  delay  in  instituting  the 
suit.  Parker  v.  Bloxam.  295 
See  EviDEMcB,  1. 

DEMURRER. 
)•  A  testator  gave  his  estate  to  the 
Plaintiffs  (his  executors)  in  trust 


for  his  son  for  life,  remaindef  to 
his  daughter  in  law  for  life,  re- 
mainder to  their  diildreii.  The 
son  effected  a  compromise  with  an 
annuitant  under  the  will,  by  means 
of  part  of  the  testator*s  assets  ad- 
vanced  by  the  Plaintifi.  He  died 
leaving  his  widow  his  executrix 
and  universal  l^atee.  A  decree 
was  made  to  administer  the  first 
testator's  estate,  wherein  the  exe- 
cutors were  disallowed  both  the 
money  advanced  for  the  compro- 
mise and  the  annuity  which  was 
the  subject  of  it.  They  filed  a 
second  bill  against  the  widow  and 
children  to  have  the  rights  of  the 
parties  under  the  compromise  set- 
tled, and  to  determine  other  ques- 
tions arising  between  them  and 
the  son.  A  demurrer  for  multi- 
fariousness and  want  of  equi^ 
was  overruled.  Rump  v.  Green' 
hiU.  Page  512 

2.  When  there  is  a  demurrer  fi>r 
multifariousness  on  the  record,  the 
Defendant  may  demur  are  tetuu 
for  want  of  equity.     Ibid, 

8.  A,  B.,  being  entitled  to  a  share  of 
the  produce  of  a  testatrix's  real 
and  personal  estate,  instituted  a 
suit  for  its  recovery  and  obtained 
a  decree.  C.  Z).  afterwards  filed 
a  bill  of  revivor  and  supplement, 
stating  that  A,  B,  was  domiciled 
at  Stuttgard,  and  that  by  a  decree 
of  the  Court  there,  he  had  been 
appointed  "  curator  bonorum,'*  and 
directed  to  get  in  the  property  for 
A.  B,*»  creditors.  The  bill  prayed 
a  revivor,  and  liberty  to  prosecute 
the  original  suit,  for  payment  and 
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additional  relief.  A  general  de- 
murrer was  allowed,  on  the  ground 
that  the  relief  thus  prayed  could 
only  be  obtained  by  original  bill. 
Staehle  v.  Winter.  Page  550 

DEVASTAVIT. 

See  Executor. 

DEVISE. 
See  Joint  Tenants. 

Real  and  Personal  Estate, 

1,2. 
Real  Estate. 
Residue,  1. 
Will. 

DISCOVERY. 
See  Production* 

DISCRETION. 
The  discretion  of  directors  to  forfeit 
shares  for  nonpayment  of  calls  is 
a  trust,  to  be  exercised  for  the  be- 
nefit of  all  the  shareholders.  Har^ 
rU  y.  The  North  Devon  Railway 
Company,  384 

DOWER. 

1.  Dower  of  a  woman,  married  after 
the  Dower  Act,  out  of  an  estate 
made  subject  to  dower  by  that 
statute,  held  not  to  be  excluded 
by  a  declaration  against  dower 
contained  in  a  conveyance  prior  to 
the  act.     Fry  v.  Noble.  598 

2.  In  1 827>  freeholds  were  conveyed 
to  A.  B.,  a  married  man,  to  the 
usual  uses  to  bar  dower,  **  to  the 
intent  that  his  then  present  or  any 
future  wife  might  not  be  entitled 
to  dower."     In  1834,  the  Dower 


Act  passed,  giving  dower  out  of 
estates  thus  limited  (s.  2),  but 
allowing  the  right  to  be  defeated 
by  a  declaration  against  dower  in 
the  conveyance  (s.  6),  and  pro- 
viding, that  the  act  should  not  ex- 
tend to  any  widow  married  before 
1834,  or  to  give  to  any  deed  pre- 
viously executed  the  effect  of  de- 
feating any  right  of  dower.  A.  B. 
contracted  a  second  marriage  in 
1 838,  and  died  seised.  Held,  that 
the  declaration  in  the  conveyance 
did  not  defeat  the  second  wife's 
right  to  dower  out  of  the  estate. 
Fry  V.  N(^le  Page  598 

3.  Costs  allowed  to  a  widow,  in  a 
suit  for  dower,  her  right  thereto 
being  contested.     Ibid. 

4.  By  Sir  John  Romilly's  Act,  free- 
holds and  copyholds  of  a  deceased 
are  now  assets  for  the  payment  of 
his  debts,  and,  by  the  Dower  Act, 
all  debts  to  which  the  land  of  a 
deceased  are  subject,  are  "  valid 
and  eflfectual  as  against  the  right 
of  his  widow,  to  dower."  Held^ 
nevertheless,  that  the  widow's 
right  to  dower  or  freebench  has 
still  priority  over  mere  creditors 
of  a  deceased.     Spyer  v.  Hyatt. 

621 


ELECTION.  . 
1.  To  constitute  a  settled  and  con- 
cluded election,  there  roust  be  first 
clear  proof  that  the  person  was 
aware  of  the  nature  and  extent  of 
his  rights;  and,  secondly,  that 
having    that   knowledge,   he    in- 
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tended  to  elect.     Worthingtan  v. 
fVi^inton.  Page  67 

ft.  A  testator  having  invested  a  sum 
of  iBoney  in  stock  in  the  joint 
names  of  himself  and  his  wife, 
gave  his  freehold  and  leasehold 
estaites,  and  the  specific  stock 
to  her  for  life,  with  remainders 
over,  and  be  appointed  her  his 
jsole  executrix  and  residuary  le- 
gatee. The  wife,  after  her  hus- 
band's death,  had  the  stock  trans- 
ferred into  her  own  name,  and 
did  not  include  it  in  the  esti- 
mate for  the  purposes  of  probaJLe. 
6he  recovered  debts  as  executrix, 
occupied  one  of  the  houses,  and 
received  the  rents  of  the  estates ; 
and  on  her  second  marriage,  she 
transferred  the  stock  into  the  names 
of  herself  and  of  another  person, 
in  trust  for  herself  for  life  for  her 
separate  use,  and  then  as  «he 
should  appoint  by  wiU.  She  died 
sixteen  years  after  the  testator, 
and  it  was  found  by  the  Master 
that  it  would  have  been  greatly  to 
her  disadvantage  to  have  elected 
to  take  under  the  wiU.  Held, 
nevertheless,  that  she  had  elected 
so  to  take.  WorihingUm  v.  Wig* 
mion.    Ibid* 

ENJOYMENT  IN  SPECIE. 
See  Tenant  for  Life,  1,  2. 

EQUITABLE  MORTGAGE. 
1.  An  informal  document,  signed  by 
a  trustee  who  was  indebted  to  the 
trusty  construed  to  amount  to  an 
equitable  mortgage  in  favour  of 
the  trust,  notwithstanding  a  denial 


by  the  answer.   Barnard  v.  ffool^ 
ley^  Wearing  v.  Bafftimd. 

Page  683 
2.  Title  deeds  were  deposited  by  the 
Defendant  with  the  Plaintiff  as  an 
indemnity  against  contingent  pay- 
ments, but  there  was  no  agreement 
to  execute  a  formal  mortgage. 
Before  the  Plaintiff  had  made  any 
payment,  he  filed  a  bill  to  have  a 
formal  mortgage  executed.  Held, 
that  he  was  not  entitled  thereto, 
but  only  to  a  memorandum  signed 
by  the  Defendant  specifyiag  the 
terms  of  the  deposit.  Sporle  v. 
Whayman.  607 

See  FORECLOSUEB. 

EQUITY. 
See  Account. 
Indshnitt. 
Injumcziom,  5. 
Misrepresentation. 
Rent-charox. 
Wrong-ikmcr. 

ERROR  AND  MISTAKE. 
See  Taxation,  2. 

ESCROW. 
A.  mortgaged  property  to  thiee 
trustees,  B.^  C  and  D.  Some 
time  afler,  £.,  who  was  a  solicitor, 
having  in  his  hands  a  sum  belong- 
ing to  a  client,  E.  proposed  to  lay 
it  out  on  a  transfer  of  the  mort- 
gage. He  prepared  a  transfer^ 
which  was  executed  by  if.,  B.  and 
C,  but  not  by  D.,  and  a  receipt 
for  the  money  was  signed  by  B. 
and  C.  alone.  No  money  was  ever 
paid,  and  it  was  lost  by  B*s  in- 
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solvency.  Held,  that  die  alleged 
transfer  to  E.  was  inefifectual, 
the  consideration  not  having  ac- 
tually been  paid,  and  that  in  eqoky 
the  deed  was  inoperative  both  as 
against  the  mortgagor  and  the 
three  trustees.  Gr^n  v.  Clowes, 
Page  61 

EVIDENCE. 

1,  Seven  months  after  notice  of  mo- 
tion for  a  decree,  the  Defendant 
had  given  material  evidence  in  an- 
other cause.  On  the  application 
of  the  Plaintiff*,  nine  days  after- 
wardsy  the  Court  gave  leave  to 
use  the  additional  evidence,  though 
the  cause  was  on  the  paper,  but 
permitted  the  Defendant  to  ex- 
plain it.    Wation  v.  Cleaver.     137 

%.  Evidence  of  the  general  reputa- 
tion of  the  insanity  of  a  person,  in 
the  neighbourhood  in  which  he  re- 
sided, is  inadmissible  to  prove  that 
a  person  was  cognisant  of  that  fact. 
Greemlade  v.  Dare.  284 

3.  A  whnessy  examined  under  a  bill 
to  perpetuate  testimony,  was  very 
old,  and  unable,  through  illness, 
to  leave  his  home  without  danger ; 
another  was  resident  in  Canada, 
Their  d^>os)tions  were  ordered  to 
be  published,  and  production  at 
the  trial  about  to  take  place,  and 
that  either  party  might  make  such 
use  of  them  "  as  by  law  they  can." 
Biddulph  V.  Lord  Catnoys,        402 

4.  Admissibility  of  evidence  of  a 
parol  contract  as  to  the  continu- 
ance of  a  partnership  where  real 
estate  is  concerned.  Esset'v,  Essex. 

442 


See  AocouKT,  1 . 

Admission  of  Facts. 
Answee. 

LiBN,  4. 

Mortmain. 
Parol  Evidence. 
Principal  and  Agent,  5. 
Spoliation. 

SuBPaNA. 

EXCHANGE. 

1.  The  Inclosore  Commissioners  can, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Ge- 
neral Inclosure  Act  (8  &  9  Vkt. 
c.  118),  authorize  an  exchange 
though  no  inclosure  is  contero* 
plated,  which  will  \fe  binding  on 
persons  under  legal  disability ;  and 
under  their  authority  an  exchange 
may  be  effected  by  parties  having  a 
limited  interest  of  common  socage 
tenure  for  lands  of  gavelkind 
tenure  in  different  counties.  Mmet 
V.  Lemon.  Page  269 

2.  Where,  under  this  act,  gavelkind 
lands  in  Kent  art  exchanged  for 
common  socage  in  Middlesex,  the 
tenures  of  the  exchanged  lands  are 
not  altered,  but  the  Kent  lands 
remain  of  gavelkind  tenure,  and 
the  Middlesex  lands  of  common 
socage  tenure.  (Per  the  Master 
of  the  Roth,  sed  qucere,)     Ihid. 

S.  The  94th  section  of  the  B  k  9 
Viet.  c.  118,  is  confined  to  the  ex- 
changes in  cases  of  inclosure  men- 
tioned in  the  92nd  section.     Ihid. 

4.  The  potailrfe  evils  and  incon- 
veniences arising  from  the  exten- 
sive powers  of  exchange  given  by 
the  Indosnre  Act  (8  &  9  Vict.  c. 
1^)  are  provided  fbr  by  the  ap- 
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pointment  of  commissioners,  whose 
duty  it  is  to  ascertain  and  approve 
of  the  propriety  of  the  exchanges 
before  they  can  be  effected.  Minet 
V.  Leman,  Page  269 

See  Statutb. 

executor. 

1.  An  executor  cannot  carry  on  the 
trade  of  his  testator^  except  for 
the  purpose  of  winding  it  up,  but 
he  may,  and  in  some  cases  is  bound, 
to  complete  contracts  entered  into 
by  his  testator.  ColUnson  v.  Lieier. 

856 

2.  When  part  of  the  testator's  pro- 
perty is  invested  on  mortgage,  the 
executor  is  justified  in  making  such 
further  advances  as  may  be  abso- 
lutely necessary  to  secure  the  first 
advance,  semhle.  It  would  be  dan- 
gerous to  lay  down  any  rule  which 
would  prevent  the  executor  from 
exercising  a  bond  fide  discretion  in 
such  case,  or  even  charge  him 
with  a  devastavit  in  case  the  result 
should  disappoint  his  expectations. 
In  case  of  loss,  however,  the  onus 
lies  on  him  of  shewing  that  he  ex- 
ercised due  caution.    Ibid, 

3.  A  testatrix  had  advanced  money 
on  mortgage  of  a  ship.  At  her 
death  it  was  under  repair,  and  the 
shipbuilders  refusing  to  part  with 
it  until  payment,  the  executor, 
without  due  consideration,  bor- 
rowed money  and  paid  off  the  Hen. 
He  afterwards  mortgaged  the  ship 
to  secure  the  loan  he  had  con- 
tracted. The  ship  produced  less 
than  the  sub-mortgage.  Held,  that 
the  executor's    negligence    inca- 


pacitated him  from  charging  the 
estate  with  the  advances,  and  that 
his  mortgagee  having  notice  was 
not  in  a  better  condition.  CDflm- 
jofi  V.  Lifter.  Page  556 

See  Indbmnitt. 

LiBN,  8. 

EXONERATION. 
A  testator  gave  his  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  to  trustees,  and  di- 
rected them  to  pay  the  income  to 
his  wife  for  life,  and  after  her 
death,  to  sell  his  real  estate,  **  and 
out  of  the  money  to  arise  there- 
from, in  the  first  place,"  to  pay  to 
if.,  B.  and  C  the  following  sums 
(specifying  them),  and  upon  trust 
to  invest  "  the  remainder  of  the 
money  to  arise  from  such  sale," 
and  stand  possessed  thereof  and 
of  his  personal  estate,  in  trust  to 
pay  certain  annuities,  and  he  gave 
the  residue  to  the  Plaintiff.  Held, 
by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  that  the 
bequests  to  A,^  B.  and  C.  were 
payable  solely  out  of  the  real 
estate,  but  the  decree  was  varied 
by  the  Lords  Justices*  Fream  v. 
Dowling.  624 

EXTRINSIC  EVIDENCE. 
See  EvinsNCE,  4. 
Parol  Evidence. 


FEME  COVERT. 
See  Fines  and  Recoveries  Aboli- 
tion Act. 
Husband  and  Wife. 
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FINES  AND  RECOVERIES 
ABOLITION  ACT. 

1 .  Though  no  assignment  can  be  made 
of  the  reversionary  interest  of  a 
married  woman,  so  as  to  bind  her, 
in  the  event  of  the  death  of  her 
husband  in  her  lifetime  and  before 
it  falls  into  possession,  yet  a  per- 
fect conveyance  may  be  made  by 
her  and  her  husband,  under  the 
Fines  and  Recoveries  Act,  of  a 
reversionary  interest  in  the  pro- 
duce of  real  estate  directed  to  be 
sold.     Tuer  v.  Tvamer.    Page  560 

9.  The  acknowledgment  of  a  deed  by 
a  married  woman  under  the  '*  Act 
for  the  Abolition  of  Fines  and 
Recoveries  "  (3  &  4  WiU.  4,  c.  74) 
may  be  made  after  the  deed  is  in- 
rolled,  and,  if  so  made,  will  be 
valid.  In  re  the  London  Dock  Act, 
Ex  parte  Tacemer  490 

3.  A  feme  covert^  tenant  in  tail,  ex- 
ecuted a  disentailing  deed  on  the 
I2th  of  December,  1842,  which 
was  enrolled  on  the  10th  of  June, 
1843,  but  was  not  acknowledged 
by  her  until  the  1 7th  of  September, 
1 845 :  Held,  that  it  was  effectual  to 
bar  the  entail.    Ihid. 

FORECLOSURE. 
An  equitable  mortgagee,  as  of  right, 
is  entitled  to  a  foreclosure,  and 
not  to  a  sale.    Cox  v.  Toole,    145 

FORFEITURE. 
1.  Directors  had  power,  on  nonpay- 
ment of  calls,  to  sue  for  them  or 
forfeit  and  sell  the  shares.     They 
proposed  to  a  shareholder  to  re- 


lieve him  from  further  liability,  on 
his  consenting  to  an  absolute  for- 
feiture. He  assented,  but  the 
Directors,  having  afterwards  dis- 
covered that  he  was  in  good  cir- 
cumstances, refused  to  complete. 
The  Court  declined  to  compel  the 
Directors  speciQcally  to  perform 
the  contract.  Harris  v.  North 
Devon  Railway  Company, 

Page  384 
2.  Funds  were,  in  1823,  settled  on  a 
wife  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the 
husband  ^^until*'  he  should  ''make 
any  composition  with  his  creditors 
for  the  payment  of  his  debts,  al- 
though a  commission  of  bank- 
ruptcy should  not  issue  against 
him."  In  1842,  his  principal  cre- 
ditors agreed  to  take  a  composi- 
tion on  their  debts  secured  by 
bills.  The  wife  died  in  1852. 
Held,  that  the  composition,  though 
not  with  the  whole  of  his  credi- 
tors, and  was  made  during  the 
wife's  life,  and  did  not  affect  the 
trust  property,  nevertheless  ope- 
rated as  a  forfeiture  of  the  hus- 
band's interests.  Sharp  v.  Cos" 
serat.  470 

FRAUD. 
See  Admimistrator. 
misrspresbntation. 
Notice. 

Principal  and  Aobnt,  1,  2,  4. 
Right  OF  Pre-emption. 
Tracing  Trust  Monet. 
Undue  Influence. 

FRAUDULENT  PREFERENCE. 

A  trustee,  with  the  consent  of  his 

cestui  que  trust,  pledged  Madras 
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goTerament  notes,  beld  by  bim  in 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  a  firm  of 
which  be  was  partner.  The  notes 
were  afterwards  redeemed  and 
delivered  to  the  firm.  Subse- 
quently, the  firm,  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  eedtu  que  tnutt  pledged 
them  for  a  similar  purpose.  The 
firm  being  insolvent  and  bank- 
ruptcy imminent,  the  trustee  re- 
deemed the  notes  with  partnership 
assets,  indorsed  them  to  himself 
personally,  and  replaced  them  in 
his  private  chest.  The  firm  be- 
came bankrupt.  Held,  first,  that 
the  notes  were  not  in  the  order 
and  disposition  of  the  firm ;  and, 
secondly,  that  there  was  no  frau- 
dulent preference.  Sinclair  v.  H^il" 
Jon.  Page  S24 

FURTHER  ADVANCES. 
See  MoHTOAGB,  1. 


GAVELKIND. 
See  Exchange. 

GENERAL  ORDER,  26th  op 

7th  AUGUST,  1852. 

See  Evidence,  1 . 

GIFT. 
See  Annuity,  1. 

GIFT  OVER. 
See  Vested  Interest. 

GOODWILL. 
1 .  Claim  of  retiring  partner  to  a  share 
in  the  value  of  the  goodwill  of  the 


business  disallowed.  HdU  v.  HalL 
Page  159 

St.  Two  persona  entered  into  part- 
nership lor  twenty-one  years*  but 
in  consequence  of  disagreements 
and  misconduct,  disputes  ensued. 
The  partnership  was  dissolved  by 
decree,  one  consenting  to  retire 
and  the  other  to  take  the  stock 
and  effects  at  a  valuation.       IbiiL 

3.  Held,  that  the  retiring  partner 
was  not  entitled  to  any  allowance 
for  his  share  of  the  goodwill,  no 
provision  being  made  by  the  part- 
nership articles  ibr  such  an  allow- 
ance on  a  dissolution  by  death  or 
by  the  retirement  of  one  partner 
by  notice  during  the  term.     Ibid. 

GUARDIAN. 
See  Spbcial  Case. 


HEIR. 
See  Intbstact. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 
The  Court,  under  very  peculiar  cir- 
cumstances, ordered  the  whole  in- 
come of  a  fund  in  Court  belonging 
to  a  feme  covert^  who  had  com- 
mitted adultery,  to  be  paid  to  her 
on  terms.  In  re  LerMs  Trust,  378 
See  Fines  and  Recoveries  Abo- 
lition Act,  1  • 


INCLOSURE. 

See  Exchange,  3. 
Statute. 
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INCLOSURE  ACT. 
See  Exchange. 

INCONSISTENCY. 
Id  construing  a  will,  if  two  passages 
in  it  are  directly  opposed  to  each 
other,  the  latter  will  prevail ;  but 
where  there  is  a  mere  inconsistency, 
the  Court  will  endeavour  to  dis- 
cover, from  the  whole,  the  real 
meaning  of  the  testator,  and,  if 
possible,  reconcile  all  its  parts. 
Brockkbank  v.  Johnson,    Page  205 

INDEMNITY. 
The  executors  of  a  lessee  held  en- 
titled to  no  further  indemnity 
against  the  covenants  tbao  the 
personal  indemnity  of  the  residuary 
legatees.    Dean  ▼.  AUetu  1 

INFANT. 
See  Guardian. 

RSLBASB. 

Ward. 

INJUNCTION. 

1.  The  Plaintiff,  before  filing  inter- 
rogatories, moved  for  an  injunction 
to  stay  proceedings  at  law.  The 
Defendant  filed  an  afiBdavit  dis- 
placing the  grounds  of  defence  at 
law.  The  injunction  was  refused. 
ChiUon  V.  Campbell.  531 

2.  The  Plaintiff  instituted  a  credi- 
tors' Buit  against  the  executor. 
The  estate  was  accordingly  ad- 
rointsteredy  and  a  decree  was  made 
on  further  directions.  The  exe- 
cutor afterwards  brought  actions 
against    the   Plaintiffy   for    debts 


alleged  to  be  due  from  him  to  the 
testator,  which  the  Court  restrained 
by  injunction.  The  PlaintifFhaving 
died,  the  Defendant  moved,  that 
the  suit  might  be  revived  by  his 
representatives,  or  in  default,  that 
the  injunctions  might  be  dissolved. 
The  proceeding  was  held  irregular, 
and  the  motion  was  refused  with 
costs.     Oldfield  v.  Cobbett. 

Page  5^3 
5.  Plaintiff  relieved  from  a  judg- 
ment at  law  given  by  consent,  as 
the  price  of  an  injunction  in  equity, 
the  point  in  issue  having  tamed 
out  to  be  legal  and  not  equitable. 
Hooper  v.  Q>oke.  639 

INROLMENT. 
See  Fines  and  Recoveries  Aboli- 
tion Act,  f ,  3. 

INTEREST. 

1.  A  mortgage  deed  made  no  pro- 
vision for  interest,  and  the  mort- 
gagee agreed,  upon  payment  of 
the  principal  sum,  to  reconvey. 
Held,  that  the  mortgage  carried 
no  interest.     Thompson  v.  Drew, 

49 

2.  Under  a  direction  to  raise  5,000/. 
for  the  benefit  of  A,  and  her  issue, 
followed  by  a  direction  to  raise  and 
pay  interest  at  five  per  cent,  on  that 
sum  to  A.  during  her  life,  with  a 
gift  over  to  her  children  of  the 
"  principal  sum."  Held,  that  in- 
terest at  five  per  cent,  was  not  to 
be  charged  on  the  estate  during  the 
whole  life  of  if.,  but  merely  until 
the  bfiOOL  had  been  raised.  Cole 
V.  Lee.  265 
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INTERPLEADER  SUIT. 
The  Plaintiff  in  an  interpleader  suit 
disallowed  the  costs  of  proceed- 
ings taken  by  him  in  the  suit 
subsequent  to  his  receiving  notice 
of  the  withdrawal  of  the  adverse 
claims.     Syme$  v.  Magnay. 

Page  47 

INTESTACY. 
A  testator  devised  the  residue  of  his 
real  estate  to  a  trustee,  until  one  of 
his  grandsons  attained  twenty-one; 
and  in  case  his  grandson  Thomas 
attained  twenty-one,  in  trust  to 
pay  him  "  the  future  rents."  He 
bequeathed  to  the  same  trustee 
the  residue  of  his  personal  estate 
to  accumulate  until  one  of  his^ 
grandson^  attained  twenty-one ; 
and  he  directed  payment  of  **  the 
aggregate'*  of  the  residue  of  his 
personal  estate  and  its  accumula- 
tions and  the  accumulations  of  the 
rents  to  his  grandson  ThomoM^  from 
and  after  his  attaining  twenty-one. 
There  was  an  interval  of  three 
years  between  the  eldest  grandson 
Thomas  attaining  twenty-one. 
Held,  that  the  rents  during  that 
interval  were  undisposed  of  and 
passed  to  the  heir  at  law.  Mar^ 
rtofi  V.  Turner.  557 

IRREGULARITY. 
See  Taxation. 

ISSUE. 

1.  The   word  "issue"  includes   all 

remote  descendants  of  the  person 

whose  issue  is  referred  to,  and  the 

burden  of  proof  lies  upon  him  who 


contends  the  contrary.  Roes  t. 
Ron.  Page  645 

2.  But  when  the  word  ''parent"  is 
used  in  reference  to  his  "issue," 
the  word  issue  is  confined  to  his 
"children."  The  word  •'issue," 
in  reference  to  the  word  "  parent*' 
in  a  substitutional  gift,  held,  from 
the  context  of  the  will,  not  limited 
to  "children."    Ibid. 

S.  Bequest  to  C.  R.  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  the  children  of  C.  R. 
who  should  be  living  at  her  de- 
cease, equally,  and  the  issue  then 
living  of  such  of  her  children  as 
might  have  died  in  her  lifetime, 
the  issue  to  take  the  share  which 
their  parent  would  have  been  en- 
titled to  had  he  survived  C  /?., 
and  if  but  one,  then  to  take  "a 
child's  share."  There  was  a  gift 
over  on  the  death  of  C.  R,  "with- 
out leaving  a  child  or  issue" 
generally.  One  of  C.  R*'i  chil- 
dren predeceased  her,  leaving  no 
children,  but  only  a  grandchild, 
who  survived  C.  A.  Held,  that 
he  took  a  child's  share  with  C.  R.'s 
children.     Ibid, 


JOINT  TENANTS. 
1*.  Under  a  devise  to  the  children  of 
J.  and  to  the  heirs  of  their  respec- 
tive bodies,  the  children  take  as 
joint  tenants  for  their  lives,  with 
several  inheritances  in  tail;  but 
under  a  devise  to  them  and  the 
heirs  of  their  bodies  respectively, 
they  take  as  tenants  in  common  in 
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tail.    In  re  Tiverton  Market  Act, 
Ex  parte  Tanner.  Page  374 

C.  A  devise  to  A,  and  B.,  and  their 
*•  respective  heirs/'  gives  to  them 
a  joint  tenancy  for  life  with  several 
inheritances  in  fee.    Ibid, 

JOURNEY.   ^ 
See  Costs,  5, 

JUDGMENT. 

1.  Under  the  1  &  2  Viet.  c.  110,  and 
2  &  S  Vkt.  e.  11,  if  a  judgment 
creditor  neglects  'to  re-register 
within  five  years,  the  judgment 
becomes  inoperative,  as  to  pur- 
chasers, mortgagees  and  creditors 
(both  anterior  and  subsequent) 
until  re-registration,  from  which 
period  alone  it  then  operates  as 
against  them.  {Sed  ^ucere  as  to 
anterior  judgments.)  Shaw  v. 
NeaU.  157 

t*  An  estate  was  mortgaged  to  A,^ 
and  afterwards  to  the  Defendant ; 
the  Plaintiff  subsequently  obtained 
a  registered  judgment  against  the 
inortgagor.  The  Defendant  then 
purchased  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion, without  searching  Kir  judg- 
ments. On  a  bill  to  cfaa>ge  the 
equity  of  redemption  with  the 
judgment,  the  Court  held,  that 
the  defence  of  *'  purchase  for 
valuable  consideration  without 
notice "  was  available  in  this 
case;  secondly,  that  on  the  evi- 
dence, no  notice  was  proved ; 
thirdly,  that  it  was  not  incumbent 
on  a  purchaser  to  search  for  judg- 
ments. Lane  v.  Jackson.  5S5 
See  Abatement,  I. 

VOL.  XX. 


Allocatur. 
Injunction,  S. 
Tolls. 

JURY. 

1.  This  Court  will  not  send  a  ques- 
tion to  be  tried  by  a  jury,  unless 
it  entertains  serious  doubt  on  the 
matter.  Gray  v.  Haig.  Hmg  v. 
Gray.  Page  219 

2.  The  Court  will  not  send  to  be 
tried  by  a  jury  a  question  which 
is  supported  by  competent  evi- 
dence, and  which,  if  untrue,  could 
have  been  disproved  by  evidence 
in  the  possession  of  one  party, 
who  has  taken  means  to  prevent  it 
being  made  available  for  the  de- 
termimrtion  of  the  question  by  the 
Court.     lind. 


LACHES. 
1.  Executors  were  to  make  an  in- 
vestment to  produce  an  annuity  of 
100/.  for  A.  for  life,  and  the  capital 
was  then  given  to  A.^s  children. 
No  investment  having  been  made 
the  children  were  held  entitled  to 
.  S.SSSL  consols  and  not  to  2,000/. 
sterling.  On  the  death  of  A,  in 
1845,  his  children,  on  receiving 
2,000/.,  executed  a  release,  which, 
after  reciting  that  according  to 
the  trust  2,000/.  had  been  set 
apart  to  answer  the  annuity,  they 
released  the  first  representative  of 
the  testator  from  all  claims  and 
demands.  In  1854,  the  children 
instituted  a  suit  to  recover  the 
amount  of  consols  which  would 

X  X 
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be  required  to  prodoce  100/.  Held, 
that  having  regard  to  the  titua- 
tioD  in  life  of  the  PlaintiflTs,  the 
inaccuracy  of  the  recitals,  and  the 
absence  of  professional  assistance, 
they  were  not  barred  by  lapse  of 
time.    Atplandv,  WaUe. 

Page  474 
S.  The  testator  directed  the  invest- 
ment in  the  funds  of  sufficient  to 
produce  40/.  a  year,  and  the  divi- 
dends to  be  paid  to  his  wife  for 
life,  and  he  bequeathed  his  general 
residue  and  the  fund  invested 
(after  her  death)  to  other  persons. 
An  investment  was  made  in  Five 
per  Cents.,  which  were  reduced 
and  produced  less  than  40/.  Held, 
that  the  widow  was  entitled  to 
have  the  deficiency  made  good  out 
of  the  corpus  of  the  fund,  and  the 
widow  having  received  less  than 
40/.  for  thirty-three  years,  Held, 
that  there  had  been  no  laches  or  ac- 
quiescence, the  question  now  re- 
lating to  the  respective  rights  of 
parties  to  an  existing  trust  fund. 
Mills  V.  DraviU.  632 

See  Delay. 

Lapse  of  Time. 

LAPSE  OF  TIME. 
•A  testator,  who  died  in  1833,  be- 
queathed two  cottages  to  his  exe- 
cutor, in  trust  to  sell  and  retain  a 
debt  due  to  him  from  the  testator, 
and  hold  the  surplus  for  other  per- 
sons. The  executor  never  proved 
the  will,  but  retained  the  property 
in  discharge  of  his  debt.  He  be- 
queathed it  by  his  will,  and  it  was 
enjoyed  by  the  tenant  for  life  there- 


under until  lft52.  A  legatiee  in 
remainder  under  the  second  testa^ 
tor  afterwards  instituted  a  suit  to 
recover  the  cottages,  which  was 
resisted  by  a  person  claiming  under 
the  will  of  the  first  testator.  The 
executor's  debt  was  alleged  to  be 
300/.,  and  the  value,  according  to 
one  side,  was  300iL,  and  on  the 
other,  360/.,  but  the  value  of  the 
property  had  lately  greatly  in- 
creased from  local  circumstances. 
The  Court,  notwithstanding  the 
lapse  of  time,  granted  relief  by 
ordering  a  sale.  5iiitfA  v.  fioAer. 
Page  568 
See  Delay. 
Laches. 

LEASE. 
See  Indemkitt. 

LEGACY. 
See  Costs,  4. 
Lboatsb. 
Satisfactioh. 
Will  Passim. 

LEGATEE. 
Gift  to  «'  my  granddaughter  E.  B" 
There  were  two  of  that  name,  one 
of  them  constantly  visiting  the  tes- 
tator and  much  noticed  by  him, 
and  the  other  not.  Held,  that  the 
former  was  entitled  to  the  legacy. 
Jefferks  v.  MickelL  15 

LIEN. 

1.  A  solicitor  has  a  lien  for  his  costs 
upon  real  estates  recovered  by  him 
for  his  client.  Shaw  v.  Neale.    157 

2.  A  person  can  only  give  a  lien  on 
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deeds  as  against  himself  and  to 
the  extent  of  bis  own  interest. 
Turner  v.  Letts.  Page  1 85 

9.  A  suit  was  instituted  by  persons 
entitled  in  remainder  against  the 
executrix  (who  was  also  the  tenant 
for  life)  for  the  administration  of 
the  estate.  The  executrix  died 
pending  the  suit,  and  her  solicitor 
claimed  a  lien  for  his  costs  on 
deeds  relating  to  leaseholds  which 
had  been  placed  in  his  hands  by 
the  executrix.  The  Master  of  the 
Rolls  was  of  opinion,  that,  inde- 
pendently of  the  suit,  the  executrix 
could  give  no  Hen  as  against  those 
in  remainder  for  costs  for  which 
she  was  personally  liable,  and  that 
in  the  suit,  the  costs  has  been  lost 
by  the  abatement,  and  therefore 
that  no  lien  existed.  But  the  Lords 
Justices  considered,  that  the  soli- 
citor's lien  depended  on  whether 
the  executrix  was  or  not  indebted 
to  the  estate,  and  they  put  this  in 
a  train  of  investigation,     llnd. 

4.  The  lien  of  a  solicitor  on  docu- 
ments does  not  relieve  him  from 
the  necessity  of  producing  them 
for  the  purposes  of  evidence  at 
the  instance  of  third  parties.  Hope 
V.  Uddell.  438 

LIFE  POLICY. 

See  Policy  of  Assurance. 

LIMITATION. 
See  Joint  Tenants. 

LOCO  PARENTIS. 
A.  B.,  by  two  deeds,  made  provision 
for  his  natural  children  and  their 


mothers.  Held,  that  the  fact,  that 
the  settlor  could  not  place  himself 
in  loco  parentis  as  to  the  latter, 
shewed  that  it  was  not  his  inten- 
tion to  do  so  as  to  the  former. 
Palmer  v.  NenelL  Page  32 

LUNACY. 

The  Plaintiffs  sought  to  set  aside 
a  conveyance  made  by  their  an- 
cestor, as  they  alleged,  while  a 
lunatic,  under  undue  influence  and 
for  an  inadequate  consideration. 
The  Defendant,  who  claimed  under 
a  derivative  title  from  the  pur- 
chaser, insisted,  that  he  was  a  pur- 
chaser for  valuable  consideration 
without  notice.  No  notice,  ac- 
tual or  constructive,  having  been 
proved,  the  Court  refused  to  in- 
terfere, and  dismissed  the  bill  with 
costs.  Greenslade  v.  Dare,  284 
See  Evidence,  2. 


MAINTENANCE. 

1.  Bequest  for  "  maintenance*'  of  a 
child,  held  not  to  cease  on  his 
death,  but  to  pass  to  his  repre- 
sentative. Bayne  v.  Crowther.  400 

2.  Bequest  of  leaseholds,  in  trust  to 
pay  half  of  the  rents  to  A.  for 
life,  and  the  other  half  to  6.  for 
life,  and  in  case  of  the  death  of 
either,  his  share  of  the  rents  "  to 
be  paid  and  applied  for  the  main- 
tenance of  his  children,"  until  the 
decease  of  the  survivor  of  A,  and 
B.,  and  then  to  sell  and  divide 
equally  between  the  children  of 
A,  and  B,     Afler  the  death  of  A.^ 

X  x  2 
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one  of  his  children  died.     Held, 
that  his  representative  was  entitled 
to  a  share  in  the  rents  until  the 
death  of  B.    Bayne  v.  Crowther. 
Page  400 

MARRIAGE. 
See  Ward. 

MARRIAGE  CONTRACT. 

Ske  MiSRIPRIBBNTATlOM. 

MARSHALLING. 
Two  properties,  X  and  K.,  were 
mortgaged  to  i^.,and  afterwards  X. 
alone  was  mortgaged  to  B,  Held, 
that  B.  was  entitled  to  have  the  se- 
curities marshalled  so  as  to  throw 
A,^i  mortgage  in  the  first  instance 
on  estate  JK.     Qibton  v.  Seagrim, 

614 

MERGER. 
A.t  the  owner  of  a  freehold  estate, 
subject  to  a  mortgage  in  fee  to 
secure  1,300/.,  devised  and  be- 
queathed his  real  and  personal 
estate  to  fi.  the  mortgagee.  B,, 
in  his  residuary  account,  stated, 
that  he  had  retained  467/.,  out  of 
the  personal  estate,  towards  pay- 
ment of  his  mortgage  debt.  After- 
wards B,  devised  the  property  to 
three  relatives  of  A»t  *'  provided 
they  undertake  to  i^eceive  the 
same  with  all  the  liabilities  attach- 
ing thereunto.*'  Held,  first,  under 
the  circumstances,  that  the  mort- 
gage had  not  merged  in  the  fee ; 
and,  secondly,  that  the  three  took 
the  estate  subject  to  the  payment 
of  the  balance  of  the  mortgage 
debt.  Hatch  y.Skelion.  45S 


MISDESCRIPTION. 
See  Plba. 

MISREPRESENTATION. 

1.  Where,  upon  the  marriage  of  two 
persons,  a  third  party  makes  a 
representation,  upon  the  fiiith  of 
which  that  marriage  takes  place,  he 
will  be  bound  to  make  good  that 
representation.  BoU  v.  Hutchm- 
son.  Page  250 

2.  A  father  represented  to  the  in- 
tended husband  of  his  daughter, 
that,  on  the  death  of  himself  and 
his  wife,  the  daughter  would  have 
10,000/.  at  the  very  least;  tliat 
he  had  made  no  eldest  son,  and 
that  all  his  children  should  share 
equally;  and  the  intended  hus- 
band at  the  time  made  a  memo« 
randum  in  writing  of  the  repre- 
sentation. Heads  of  marriage 
articles  were  prepared  by  or  by 
the  direction  of  the  father  pro- 
viding, among  other  things,  that  he 
should  covenant  that  the  daughter 
would,  at  the  death  of  himself 
and  his  wife,  be  entitled  to  10,000/. 
and  upwards.  The  settlement 
made  in  pursuance  of  these  in- 
structions did  not  contain  any 
such  covenant,  but  there  was  a 
recital  that  the  daughter  would  be 
entitled  to  the  10,000/.,  and  the 
father  was  a  party  to  the  deed. 
The  share  coming  to  the  daughter 
under  her  father  and  mother's 
marriage  settlement  fell  short  of 
10,000/.,  and  no  addition  was  made 
to  it  by  the  father  in  his  lifetime  or 
by  will.  Held,  that  the  repre- 
sentation made  by  the  father  must 
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be  made  good  by  him,  and  that 
his  estate  must  make  up  the  de- 
ficiency.    Bold  Y.  Hutchinson, 

Page  250 
8.  In  cases  of  this  description,  in 
Courts  of  Equity  y  the  moral  obliga- 
tion is  co-extensive  with,  and  not 
different  firom,  the  legal  obligation 
where  the  representations  are  ex- 
pressed in  clear  and  distinct  lan- 
guage ;  but  vague  and  ambiguous 
representations  made  to  persons, 
leading  them  to  form  an  opinion 
or  belief,  though  morally,  are  not 
legally  binding.  Ibid. 
See  Undue  Imvlusncs,  2. 

MORTGAGE. 

1.  An  estate  was  mortgaged  to  A, 
for  a  sum  and  further  advances. 
Afterwards  B.  obtained  a  charge 
on  the  estate  by  means  of  a  judg- 
ment. Held,  that  further  advances 
made  to  the  mortgagor  by  A.,  after 
notice  of  the  judgment,  had  no 
priority  over  B.'s  claim. 

The  doctrine  of  the  case  of  Gor- 
don v,  Graham  (2Eq.Ca.Abr.598) 
doubted.     Shaw  v.  Neale.        1 57 

2.  In  a  suit  by  a  mortgagor  for  re- 
demption, a  decree  was  made  for 
an  account  with  annual  rests.  The 
Plaintiff  died  and  the  suit  was 
abandoned ;  after  which,  the  mort- 
gagee instituted  a  suit  for  fore* 
closure.  Held,  that  the  decree 
must  be  the  same  and  with  annual 
rests.  Morris  v.  Islip.  654 
See  Appeal. 

Equitable  Mobtoage. 

Escrow. 

Foreclosure. 


Interest,  1. 

Judgment,  Z, 

Marshalling. 

Merger. 

Mortgagee  in  Possession. 

Tacking. 

Tenant  in  Tail. 

Tolls,  I. 

MORTGAGEE  IN  POSSES- 
SIGN. 

No  account  of  bygone  rents  will  be 
directed  against  a  mortgagor  in 
possession,  nor  against  his  agent, 
nor  against  a  person  claiming  under 
his  voluntary  revocable  deed. 
Hele  V.  Lord  Bexley,  fThitJUU  y. 
Bonyer,  Whitfield  v.  Kmght. 

Page  127 

MORTMAIN. 

1.  After  the  passing  of  the  Mortmain 
Act  (1736)  lands  were  devised  to 
trustees  for  a  charity.  The  rents 
were  so  applied  by  the  trustees 
and  their  heirs  down  to  the  present 
time.  On  an  information  against 
the  heir  to  correct  abuses,  he  set  up 
the  invalidity  of  the  devise,  but 
the  Court  held,  that  the  onus  of 
proving  no  other  mode  had  been 
adopted  to  make  the  charity  valid 
was  on  him,  and  that  every  pre- 
sumption would  be  made  in  sup- 
port of  its  validity.  Attorney^ 
General  v.  Moor,  119 

2.  The  shares  of  an  incorporated 
company,  where  the  substance  of 
the  undertaking  is  a  dealing  with 
land,  are  within  the  Statute  of 
Mortmain,  unless  specially  ex- 
empted. Ware  v.  Cumberlege.  80$ 
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9.  Bequest  of  shares  in  the  Grand 
Junction  Waterworks  Company  to 
a  charity,  held  invalid,  Attorney^ 
General  v.  Moor,        %    Page  50S 

MOTION. 
Parties,  though  not  formally  served 
with  a  notice  of  motion,  yet  sub- 
stantially made  Respondents,  held 
entitled  to  their  costs.  Shaw  v. 
Forrest.  X49 

See  Evidence,  1. 


NEXT  OF  KIN. 

1.  A,  bequeathed  a  leasehold  for  the 
benefit  of  B.,  and  gave  her  a  power 
to  appoint  it  by  will,  and,  in  de- 
fault, to  A,'s  **  nearest  of  kindred, 
precisely  in  the  same  manner  di- 
rected by  the  statute  made  for  the 
distribution  of .  intestates*  effects." 
On  B,*s  death  without  appoint- 
ment, held,  that  the  next  of  kin  of 
A.  at  her  own  death,  and  not  those 
at  the  death  of  B,,  were  entitled. 
Markham  v.  Ivatt.  579 

t.  The  term  "  nearest  of  kindred," 
with  reference  to  the  Statute  of 
Distributions,  has  the  same  mean- 
ing as  <*  next  of  kin."    Ibid^ 

NEXT  PRESENTATION. 

1 .  A.^  by  will,  directed  trustees,  upon 
the  death  of  the  present  incum- 
bent, to  present  A.  to  the  living  of 
S.,  in  case  he  should  take  Orders ; 
and  if  he  should  not,  or  taking 
Orders  should  die  in  the  lifetime 
of  B.y  then  to  present  B.,  in  case 
lie  should  take  Orders  ;  and  after 


their  several  deceases,  or  of  such 
of  them  as  should  take  Orders  and 
be  presented,  or  in  the  event  of 
neither  taking  Orders,  she  devised 
the  advowson  to  C.  in  fee.  Held, 
that  the  gifts  in  favour  of  A.  and 
B.  were  in  succession  and  not  al- 
ternative, and  that  on  the  death  of 
A,,  6.  was  entitled  to  be  presented. 
Hatch  V.  Hatch.  Page  105 

2.  A  testator  having  the  power  of 
disposing  of  an  advowson,  (subject 
to  the  existing  incumbency  of 
if.,  and  a  contingent  right  of  B.  to 
be  afterwards  presented)  devised 
"  the  next  avoidance  thereof'  in 
favour  of  C.  Held,  that  "  the 
next'*  meant,  the  next  the  testator 
had  power  to  dispose  of,  viz.,  that 
following  the  incumbency  of  A» 
and  ot  B.    Ibid. 

NOTICE. 

1.  The  absence  on  a  deed  of  a  receipt 
for  the  consideration,  though  it 
is  notice  of  its  non-payment,  is  not 
constructive  notice  of  other  irregu- 
larities in  the  transaction.  Green- 
slade  V.  Dare.  284 

2.  The  doctrine  of  Kennedy  v.  Green 
(3  Myl.  ^  K.  699)  requires  to  be 
administered  with  the  greatest  care 
and  delicacy,  and  to  be  so  acted  on 
as,  on  the  one  hand,  to  protect  a 
purchaser  for  valuable  considera- 
tion against  all  the  world,  and,  on 
the  other,  so  as  not  to  encourage 
fraud,  by  permitting  a  purchaser 
to  disregard  the  plain  and  obvious 
marks  and  symbols  of  it.     Ibid. 

S.  A  speci6c  legacy  of  6,000/.  Con- 
sols, bequeathed  to  the  Plaintiffs, 
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t  unnecessarily  and  improperly 
sold  out  by  the  administrator  (^.)» 
with  the  aid  of  fi.,  and  the  pro- 
duce carried  partly  to  the  banking 
account  of  J.^  and  the  remainder 
to  that  of  jB.  a  series  of  shuffling 
of  cheques  and  transfer  of  moneys 
took  place,  but  2,908/.  was  traced 
to  jB.  About  this  time  fi.  kid  out 
moneys  in  the  purchase  of  a  post 
obU  security,  and  though  the  trust 
moneys  could  not  be  distinctly 
traced  into  the  securities^  yet  the 
Court  held,  from  the  suspicious 
character  of  the  transactions,  that 
such  was  the  just  inference,  so  far 
as  to  throw  on  the  other  side  the 
anus  of  disproving  it,  and  this  not 
having  been  done,  the  Court  held, 
that  the  Plaintiffs  had  a  charge  on 
the  securities  for  the  2,908/.  and 
interest.  In  addition  to  this,  B,  had 
sold  and  transferred  the  securities  to 
C,  in  consideration  of  a  debt  then 
owing.  C.  had  notice  that  the 
'  money  by  which  the  securities  had 
been  obtained  had  been  derived 
from  J,f  though  she  had  no  notice 
of  the  breach  of  trust.  Held,  that 
C,  could  not  set  up  an  adverse 
title  as  against  A.,  and  d  fortiori^ 
that  she  could  not  do  so  as  against 
the  Plaintiffs  (A.'s  cestuis  que  trust). 
Harford  v.  Lloyd.  Page  810 

See  Administrator. 

Executor,  8* 

Judgment,  2. 

Order  and  Disposition,  1. 

Tracing  Trust-monet. 


ORDER  AND  DISPOSITION. 

1.  A.  (a  retiring  partner)  agreed  to 
assign  a  policy  (part  of  the  part- 
nership assets)  to  B.  (the  continu- 
ing partner)  on  certain  terms,  fi. 
mortgaged  it  to  C,  who  gave 
notice  to  the  office.  B.  afterwards 
became  bankrupt.  Held,  that  the 
policy  was  not  within  the  order 
and  disposition  of  B.  either  as 
against  A,  or  C.  In  re  Lang" 
mead's  Trusts.  Page  20 

2.  A  trustee,  with  the  consent  of  his 
cestw  que  trust,  pledged  Madras 
government  notes  held  by  him  in 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  a  firm  of 
which  he  was  partner.  The  notes 
were  afterwards  redeemed  and 
delivered  to  the  firm.  Subse- 
quently the  firm,  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  cestm  que  trustp  pledged 
them  for  a  similar  purpose.  The 
firm  being  insolvent,  and  bank- 
ruptcy imminent,  the  trustee  re- 
deemed the  notes  with  partnership 
assets,  indorsed  them  to  himself 
personally,  and  replaced  them  in 
his  private  chest.  The  firm  be- 
came bankrupt.  Held,  first,  that 
the  notes  were  not  in  the  order 
and  disposition  of  the  firm;  and, 
secondly,  that  there  was  no  fraudu- 
lent preference.  Sinclair  v«  fFi/- 
son.  824 

ORDER  OF  COURSE, 
See  Taxation,  I. 

OPINION  OF  COUNSEL. 

See  Production. 
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PARENT. 
See  IssuB,  9,  S, 

PAROL  EVIDENCE. 
On  a  question  of  construction  of  a 
deed,  parol  evidence  is  inadmissible 
to  shew  the  intention  of  the  parties 
thereto.  Palmer  y.NewelL  Page  82 
See  Eyii>£nci,  2,  4. 

PARTIES. 
See  Costs,  5. 

PARTNER. 
See  Conversion. 
Goodwill. 
Partnership. 
Solicitor. 

PARTNERSHIP. 
1.  The  partnership  between  J.  and 
B.  was  dissolved  and  A.  retired. 
A>t  by  deed|  agreed  to  execute  an 
assignment  to  JB.  of  the  partnership 
assets  (part  of  which  consisted  of 
a  policy  of  which  the  partners  were 
assignees),  and  R.  was  to  cove- 
nant to  pay  the  debts  and  indem- 
nify A»  agatast  them.  No  further 
deed  was  executed.  A,  died,  and 
JB.  afterwards  assigned  the  policy  to 
a  purchaser  who  had  notice  of  the 
deed.  AJ's  executors  were  after- 
wards compelled  to  pay  partner- 
ship debts  which  ought  to  have 
been  dischsrged  by  B.  The  policy 
being  adversely  claimed  by  the 
purchaser  and  by  A.*s  executors, 
Held,  that  though  A.  and  his  exe- 
cutors were  entitled  to  pursue  any 
portion  of  the  partnership  property 
in  the  hands  of  B.,  and  have  it 
applied  in  payment  of  the  partner- 
ship debts,  yet  that  they  had  no 


aach  right  as  against  the  purdiaaer 
from  B.  though  with  notice,  for  he 
was  not  bound  to  see  to  the  appli- 
cation of  the  purchase-money,  /a 
re  Lamgmeadt  Tniel.  Page  %0 
2.  Two  persona  seised  of  freeholds 
agreed  to  carry  on  business  m 
partnership  npon  the  premises  for 
fourteen  years,  and  that  if  either 
died  during  that  term,  the  awrvivor 
should  purchase  the  freeholda  at  a 
stated  price.  The  fourteen  years 
having  expired,  they,  by  parol 
agreement^  continued  the  partner- 
ship '*oo  tlie  old  tenaa."  One 
afterwards  died  intestate.  Held, 
that  the  stipulation  as  to  pnrdiase 
was  binding,  and  that  the  freeholds 
were  converted  into  personal  es- 
tate, and  did  not  paas  to  the  heir. 
Eseex  v.  Eaex.  442 

See  EviSENcx,  4. 

Goodwill. 

SoLiciToa. 

PAYMENT  OF  CONSIDERA- 
TION. 
See  Escrow. 

PAYMENT  OUT  OF  COURT. 
When  it  is  asked  that  small  sums 
may  be  paid  out  of  Court,  to  the 
solicitor  of  the  parties  entitled, 
the  Court  requires  the  production 
of  their  written  consent.  In  a  case 
where  the  consent  was  signed  by 
eleven  out  of  twelve  of  the  parties, 
and  the  twelfth  was  in  America^ 
the  Court  dispensed  with  his  signa- 
ture on  the  solicitor's  undertaking 
to  pay  over  the  amount.  Sudnes 
V.  Gi/arrf.  484 
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PERISHABLE  PROPERTY. 
See  Tenant  fob  Lifs,  1,  S. 

PERPETUATING  TESTI- 

MONY. 

See  EviDtNCBy  8* 

PLEA. 

1.  The  Plaintiff  described  himself 
as  of  **  Gray's  InD,  Barrister  at 
Law,  and  of  No.  2,  Cioutere,  Mid- 
dle Temple:*  The  Defendant 
pleaded,  that  the  description  was 
false,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
not  resident  at  No.  2,  ClouterSf 
MiddU  TempU.  Held,  that  the 
plea  was  bad  in  form,  not  nega- 
tiving a  residence  at  Gray**  Inn. 
Bambrigge  y.  Orton,         Page  iS 

2.  But,  queere^  whether,  e^cn  if  cor- 
rect in  fornix  such  a  plea  could  be 
supported.     Ibid. 

PLEADING. 
See  Breach  of  Trust,  4. 
Demurrer. 

MORTOAOB,  2. 
PlBA. 

Supplement. 
Taxation,  9. 
Trustee,  4* 

WROira-DOBR. 

POLICY  OF  ASSURANCE. 

I.  A  tradesman  insured  the  life  of 
his  debtor  in  his  own  name;  he 
charged  the  debtor  with  the  pre- 
miums, but  they  were  never  paid 
by  him.  On  the  death  of  the 
debtor,  the  Court  held,  that  his 
representatives   were    entitled   to 

^  the  produce  of  the  policy  after 


payment  of  the  debt  and   pre- 
miums.   Morland  v.  Isaac. 

Page  S89 

ft.  There  is  a  distinction  between  a 

policy   effected  to  secure  a  debt 

and  one  to   secure   an   annuity. 

Ibid. 

See  Order  and  Dispositioh,  1. 
Partnership,  1. 

POWER. 

1.  Trustees  were  empowered,  with 
the  consent  of  the  wife,  to  lend 
the  trust  monies  to  the  husband. 
The  wife  authorized  an  immediate 
loan  of  part,  and  of  the  remainder 
at  such  times  as  the  husband  might 
require,  and  the  husband  cove- 
nanted to  pay  it  in  six  months. 
The  money  was  not  called  in,  and 
was  lost  by  the  insolvency  of  the 
husband.  Held,  first,  that  the 
wife's  consent  could  not  be  given 
prospectively  ;  and,  secondly,  that 
the  trustees  were  not  bound  to 
call  in  the  money  at  the  end  of  six 
months.     Child  v.  ChM.  50 

2b  a  testator  empowered  his  trus- 
tees to  lend  such  part  of  the  trust 
moneys  as  they  should  think  proper 
to  A.  and  B,,  who  were  respectively 
his  son  and  son  in  law.  Held,  that 
this  authorized  a  several  loan  to 
either.     Parker  v.  Bloxam.      £95 

5.  Three  executors  were  authorized 
to  lend  trust  monies  to  A.  One 
of  the  executors  (C.)  employed 
part  of  the  trust  monies  in  his 
business.  In  1812  A.  and  C. 
entered  into  partnership,  when  A. 
took  upon  himself  the  debt  and 
gave  security  for  the  money  to  the 
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exeeatort.  The  amottnU,  with 
farther  advances,  were  employed 
in  the  businesg,  but  the  whole, 
with  interest,  was  fully  repaid. 
The  cestms  que  truit^  after  long 
delay,  insisted  that  they  were  en- 
titled to  a  share  of  the  profits 
made  by  the  employment  of  the 
trust  funds  in  trade;  but  the 
Court  held,  that  the  transaction 
amounted  to  a  loan  to  A,  under 
the  power,  and  dismissed  the  bill 
with  costs.     Parker  y.  Bloxam, 

Page  295 

4.  Where  there  is  an  absolute  ap- 
pointment to  J,,  (an  object  of  the 
power,)  followed  by  a  qualification 
limiting  the  interest  of  A.  to  a  life 
interest,  with  remainder  to  persons 
not  objects  of  the  power,  the  latter 
being  void.  A,  takes  absolutely 
under  the  prior  appointment. 
GerrardY.  Butler,  541 

5.  A  testatrix,  having  a  power  to 
appoint  a  fund  to  her  children,  ap- 
pointed it  in  this  form  : — Amongst 
my  children,  A.^  B.,  C  and  Z).,  the 
share  of  A,  to  be  upon  the  trusts 
of  her  marriage  settlement,  and  to 
be  paid  to  the  trustees  thereof.  A, 
was  the  only  person  in  the  marriage 
settlement  within  the  power.  Held, 
that  she  took  her  share  absolutely. 
Ibid. 

See  Absolute  Interest,  3. 
Bbbach  of  Trust,  1 . 
Trustee,  3. 

PRACTICE. 

See  Abatement. 

Administration  Summons. 
Allocatur. 


Answer. 

Appeal. 

Attornbt-Gsne  ral. 

Costs. 

Cross-bxaminatiok. 

Demurrer* 

Evidence. 

Injunction. 

Motion. 

Payment  out  of  Court. 

Receiver. 

RiOHT  OF  PrB-BMPTION. 

Security  for  Costs. 
Special  Case. 
Subpoena. 

Substituted  Service. 
Supplement. 
Taxation. 

PRESUMPTION. 

See  Account. 
Answer. 
Mortmain,  1. 

Principal  and  Aoent,  1,  5. 
Spoliation. 

PRIMARY  FUND. 
See  Real  and  Personal  Estate,  5. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

1.  If  an  agent,  by  his  own  conduct, 
makes  it  impossible  to  ascertain 
the  amount  of  profit  realized,  he 
will  be  disallowed  the  commission, 
which,  otherwise  and  according  to 
the  contract,  he  would  be  entitled 
to  claim.  Gray  v.  Haigt  Haig  v. 
Gray,  Page  219 

2.  The  Plaintifis  appointed  the  De- 
fendant their  agent  for  the  sale  of 
spirits  at  a  commission.  The  De- 
fendant had  made  profits  by  the 
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sale  of  the  Plaintiffs*  goods  for 
which  he  had  not  given  credit ;  he 
had  also  made  profits  hy  selling  his 
own  spirits  mixed  with  those  of  his 
principals,  and  he  had  destroyed 
hooks  of  account  pending  the  liti- 
gation. The  Court  disallowed  him, 
in  taking  the  accounts,  7,000/.,  the 
amount  of  commission,  which,  hy 
the  contract,  he  would  have  been 
entitled  to  if  his  conduct  had  been 
proper.  Gray  v.  Haigy  Haig  v. 
Gray.  Page  219 

3.  A  charge  made  by  an  agent  for 
the  sale  of  goods  against  his  prin- 
cipal for  an  allowance  in  respect 
of  warehouseman's  salary  disal- 
lowed, no  such  claim  having  been 
made  in  the  accounts  for  fourteen 
years.     Ibid. 

4.  The  Court  deals  severely  with 
any  irregularities  on  the  part  of 
an  agent,  and  requires  him  to  act 
strictly  in  all  matters  relating  to 
such  agency,  for  the  benefit  of  his 
principal.    Ibid. 

5.  It  is  imperative  upon  an  agent  to 
preserve  correct  accounts  of  all  his 
dealings  and  transactions ;  and  the 
loss,  and  still  more,  the  destruction 
of  such  evidence  by  the  agent,  falls 
most  heavily  upon  himself.    Ibid. 

6.  An  agent  is  bound  to  act  in  the 
best  manner  he  can  for  his  prin- 
cipal, and  in  matters  which  are  left 
to  an  agent's  discretion,  he  can  only 
act  for  the  benefit  of  his  principal. 
Pariente  v.  Lubbock.  588 

7.  A  foreign  merchant  directed  his 
correspondent  in  England  to  treat 
any  consignment  as  his  son's  (who 
was  in  England  and  superintended 


the  sales  and  purchases),  and  to 
acknowledge  him  owner  of  the 
money,  so  that  he  might  dispose 
thereof  as  if  it  was  his  own  money. 
By  the  direction  of  the  son,  moneys 
in  the  hands  of  the  correspondent, 
belonging  to  the  father,  were  ap- 
plied by  him  in  paying  a  private 
debt  of  the  son  to  the  correspon- 
dent. Held  (overruling  the  de- 
cision of  the  Master),  that  the 
transaction  was  valid.  Pariente  v. 
Lubbock.  Page  588 

PRIORITY. 
See  Judgment. 
Mortgage,  1. 
Notice,  8. 
Tolls,  1. 

PRIVILEGE. 
See  Pkoduction. 

PRODUCTION. 

1.  Cases  and  opinions  of  Counsel 
taken  by  trustees,  as  such  merely, 
are  not  entitled  to  protection  in  a 
suit  by  the  eestuis  que  trust  against 
the  trustees  or  their  representa- 
tives.    Devaynes  v.  Robinson^    42 

2.  The  same  rule  applies  to  cases 
and  opinions  taken  before  the  time 
when  the  Defendant  (the  represen- 
tative of  a  trustee)  admits  having 
first  heard  of  the  questions  raised 
by  the  bill.    Ibid. 

See  Lien,  4. 

Title  Deeds. 

PUBLIC  COMPANY. 

See  Calls. 

Discretion. 
Forfeiture,  1. 
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PURCHASER  FOR  VALUABLE 
CONSIDERATION. 
See  JuDOMBNT,  2. 
Lunacy. 


RAILWAY. 
See  DucBBTioH. 

Fo&FSITUBE,  1. 

REAL  AND  PERSONAL 
ESTATE. 

1.  The  testator  gave  '*  all  estate, 
effects  and  property,  whatsoever 
and  wheresoever,'*  which  he  was 
or  might  be  possessed  of  or  entitled 
to  "  to  bis  three  executors,  their 
executors  and  administrators," 
upon  trust  to  stand  possessed 
thereof,  and  the  proceeds  thereof, 
upon  certain  trusts  for  children 
and  grandchildren.  Held,  that 
this,  by  itself,  would  pass  real 
estate,  but,  upon  the  subsequent 
expressions,  and  the  general  scope 
and  object  of  the  will,  the  contrary 
was  held.     Coord  v.  Holdemess, 

Page  147 

2.  Tlie  Court,  in  this  case,  principally 
relied  on  the  absence  of  the  words 
"heirs,"  "devise"  and  "rent,"  and 
the  nse  of  the  expressions  "  pos* 
session,"  "  executors  and  adminis- 
trators," "  principal,"  the  "  ba- 
lance," "  the  principal  of  the  said 
legacies,**  the  direction  to  claim  a 
share  from  "  his  personal  repre- 
sentatives," and  the  power  to  ap- 
point new  trustees,  applicable  to 
"  executors"  and  not  to  '*  heirs." 
Ibid. 


3.  J,  B*  purchased  an  estate  in  con- 
sideration of  an  annuity.  It  was 
thereupon  charged  upcMi  the  pur- 
chased and  also  on  another  esUte, 
and  J*  B,  covenanted  to  pay  it. 
On  A.  B:s  death,  Held,  that  his 
personal  estate  was  the  primary 
fund  for  payment  of  the  annuity. 
Yonge  V.  Furse.  Page  S%0 

4.  A  testator  "  gave"  to  his  wife,  lor 
her  use  and  benefit,  "bis  leases, 
monies,  goods,  furniture^  plate, 
book  debts,  securities  for  money 
and  all  other  property,  of  every 
description,  that  he  might  be  pos- 
sessed of."  Held,  that  the  real 
estate  passed.  Re  the  Greenwich 
Hoipiial  Improvement  Act,  458 
See  CoMVEBSiOK. 

Exoneration. 
Partmbrship,  2. 

RECEIVER. 
The  Court  will  not  permit  its  Re- 
ceiver to  be  interfered  with  or  dis- 
possessed of  the  property,  nor  will 
it  allow  payment  to  him  to  be  in- 
tercepted although  the  order  ap- 
pointing him  may  be  perfectly  erro- 
neous. An  applicatiou  must  first 
be  made  to  the  Court  for  leave. 
Ames  V.  Tnuteee  of  Birkenhead 
Docks.  99% 

REGISTRATION. 
See  JuDoicENT. 

RELEASE. 

The  Court  looks  with  considerable 

jealousy  at  a  release  executed  by 

a  young  lady  at  or  shortly  after 

attaining  twenty-one  upon  a  settle- 
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meitt  of  accounts  between  her  and 
her  trustees.     Parker  y.  Bloxam. 
Page  295 

REMOTENESS. 
Limitations  of  a  term  to  trustees, 
upon  trust  to  raise  portions  for  the 
children  of  A,  surviving  A,  and 
B.f  '*  to  vest  in  and  to  be  paid  and 
payable  to"  them  at  their  ages  of 
twenty-four  years,  with  mainte- 
nance, &c.  in  meanwhile  out  of  the 
expectant  or  presumptive  shares, 
and  a  gift  over  on  the  death  of  all 
before  their  shares  should  become 
vested.  Held,  void  for  remote- 
ness. In  re  Blakemor^s  Settlement, 

214 
See  Absolute  Imterbst,  3. 

RENT-CHARGE. 
A  rent-charge  was  secured  on  a 
house,  with  power,  when  in  arrear, 
to  enter  and  receive  the  rents  until 
all  arrears  and  all  costs,  charges 
and  expenses  occasioned  by  non- 
payment should  be  satisfied.  The 
rent-charge  being  in  arrear,  the 
grantee  entered,  and  the  house 
being  greatly  dilapidated  and  un- 
tenanted, he  repaired  and  let  it. 
Held,  that  the  question,  whether 
the  grantee  of  a  rent-charge  en- 
titled to  be  allowed  monies  ex- 
pended by  him  in  repairing  the 
property  was  one  to  be  deter- 
mined at  law,  and  that  if  he  was 
not  entitled  thereto  at  law  neither 
was  he  in  equity.  Hooper  v.  Cooke, 

RESIDUE. 
I.  A  testator  devised  an  estate,  £., 


to  ji,  B*  absolutely,  and  **  all  her 
freeholds,  &c.  not  hereinbefore 
devised"  to  J,  B,  for  life,  with  re- 
mainders over.  A.  B.  died  in  the 
testatrix's  life.  Held,  that  the 
estate,  £.,  passed  under  the  re- 
siduary devise.  Green  v.  Dunn* 
P«ge6 
2.  A  testatrix  having  two  leaseholds, 
at  JIT.  and  K.,  bequeathed  those  at 
X,  to  one  for  life,  and  directed, 
that  after  her  decease,  they  should 
**  form  the  residue  of  her  leasehold 
estates  thereinafter  bequeathed.'* 
She  then  bequeathed  all  the  re- 
sidue of  her  leaseholds,  "  whatso- 
ever and  wheresoever,"  not  tliere- 
inbefore  otherwise  disposed  of. 
Held,  that  the  leaseholds  at  Y.  also 
passed  under  the  residuary  gift. 
Markham  v.  Ivatt.  579 

See  Real  and  Personal  Estate. 

REVERSIONARY  INTEREST. 
See  Fines  and  Recoveries  Aboli- 
tion Act,  1. 

REVIVOR. 
Pending  an  account  directed  by 
the  decree  the  accounting  party 
died.  An  order  was  made,  on 
motion  to  revive,  against  his  exe- 
cutor, and  that  he  might  either 
admit  assets  or  account  for  his 
testator's  estate.  Cariwright  v. 
Shepheard.  122 

See  Abatement,  1. 
Injunction,  2. 

RIGHT  OF  PRE-EMPTION. 
A  testator  gave  to  his  son  the  option 
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of  purchasing  an  escate,  at  what  to 
his  trustees  *' should  seem  a  fair 
and  reasonable  value."  The  trus- 
tees had  a  valuation  made  which 
amounted  to  1,500/.,  but  the  valu- 
ation made  at  the  instance  of  the 
parties  interested  in  the  produce 
exceeded  that  by  one-third.  Held, 
that  the  trustees  having  fixed  what 
they  considered  "a  fair  and  rea- 
sonable value,"  having  authority 
to  do  so,  it  was  incumbent  on  the 
Plaintiff  to  shew  that  it  was  fraudu- 
lent, in  order  to  prevent  the  son's 
purchasing  at  1,500/.  Ednumdi  v. 
MUleU.  Page  54 


SATISFACTION. 
**  After  payment  of  his  debts'*  the 
testator  gave  certain  legacies,  one 
of  150/.  to  E.  B.,  and  he  directed 
his  executors  to  pay  "my  be- 
quests only  to  the  individuals 
herein  named."  The  testator  owed 
E.  B.  150/.  Held,  that  the  legacy 
was  not  a  satisfaction  of  the  debt, 
but  that  E.  fi.  was  entitled  to 
both.    Jefferies  v.  MichelL        15 

SECURITY  FOR  COSTS. 
A  Plaintiff  described  himself  as  re- 
sident within  the  jurisdiction.  By 
amendment  he  described  himself 
as  of  the  ship  fF.,  '*now  on  a 
voyage  to  Sydney  and  back  to 
London,  master  mariner.*'  It  not 
appearing  when  he  would  return 
within  the  jurisdiction,  security  for 
costs  was  ordered  to  be  given. 
Stewart  v.  Stewart,  9^2 


SERVICE  OF  NOTICE  OF 
MOTION. 
See  Motion. 

SETTLED  ACCOUNT. 
A*  B.,  entitled  to  a  share  of  a  re- 
sidue, made  a  settlement  of  the 
balance  appearing  upon  a  settle- 
ment of  accounts  with  the  exe- 
cutors upon  himself,  and  after- 
wards on  C.  D.,  a  volunteer. 
Held,  that  C.  Z).  could  not  against 
the  will  of  A,  B.  open  the  settle- 
ment of  accounts  with  the  exe- 
cutors.    Parker  v.  Bloxam. 

Page  295 

SETTLEMENT. 
See  Husband  and  Wife. 
Ward. 

SEVERANCE  IN  DEFENCE. 
See  Costs,  6. 

SHARES. 
See  Calls. 

SHIP. 

See  Costs,  2,  5. 
Executor,  3. 

SOLICITOR. 
1 .  Where  two  solicitors,  who  are  not 
then  in  partnership,  are  employed 
in  the  same  matter  for  a  client,  as 
in  the  defence  of  an  action,  the 
pnWyactf  inference  of  law  is,  that 
they  are  partners  as  to  that  par- 
ticular matter,  and  are  entitled  to 
an  equal  share  of  the  joint  profits, 
irrespective   of   the    quantity    of 
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work  perfonned  by  each.    J?o6m- 
son  T.  Andenon.  Page  98 

ft.  Where  the  contrary  is  alleged,  the 
burden  of  proof  is  on  him  alleging 
it.    Ibid. 

SOLICITOR  AND  CLIENT. 
1.  The  Plaintiff,  a  solicitor,  obtained 
from  his  client  securities  on  his 
real  estate,  whilst  be  wilfully  ob- 
structed the  Defendant  (the  former 
solicitor)  in  obtaining  a  final  order 
for  payment  of  his  taxed  costs, 
which  would  have  enabled  him  to 
obtain  a  charge  under  the  1  &  2 
rict.  c.  110.  The  Court  held, 
that  the  Plaintiff  was  nevertheless 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  his  securi- 
ties. Shaw  v«  NeaU.  157 
t.  On  payment  of  a  solicitor's  bill, 
the  client  is  entitled  to  the  posses- 
sion of  letters  written  to  the  soli- 
citor by  third  parties,  but  not  to 
copies  of  letters  written  by  the 
solicitor  to  third  parties,  unless 
they  are  paid  for  by  the  client. 
In  re  Tkomson.  545 
d.  Semble^  that  a  solicitor  is  entitled 
to  retain  the  original  letters  written 
to  him  by  his  client.  Ibid. 
See  Costs,  1 ,  5. 

Dblat,  1. 

Lien,  4. 

Substituted  Service. 

Taxation. 

SPECIAL  CASE. 
The  affidavit  in  support  of  an  appli- 
cation for  an  order  to  appoint  a 
guardian  to  concur,  on  behalf  of 
an  infant,  in  a  special  case  under 
Sir  G.  Tumer*s  Act,  ought  to  be 


intituled  '*  In  the  matter  of  the 
act"  and  "  In  the  matter  of  the 
infant,"  and  not  *'  In  the  special 
case."   Star  v.  Newhtry.   Page  14 

SPECIFIC  LEGACY. 

1.  Distinction  between  the  cases  in 
which  specific  legatees  of  shares 
take  cum  onere^  and  those  in  which 
the  general  personal  estate  of  the 
testator  is  liable  to  pay  the  future 
calls  for  the  benefit  of  the  legatees. 
ArmHrong  v.  Burnet.  424 

2.  Where  the  interest  of  the  testator 
in  the  subject-matter  which  he  pro- 
fesses to  bequeath  is  complete^  or 
where  it  is  so  treated  and  con* 
sidered  by  him  and  by  all  persons 
connected  with  it,  the  future  calls 
fall  on  the  legatees  and  not  on  the 
general  personal  estate.  But  where 
further  payments  are  required  to 
make  perfect  the  interest  which 
the  testator  professes  specifically 
to  bequeath,  then  the  general  per- 
sonal estate  is  applicable  for  that 
purpose.    Ilnd. 

8.  A  banking  company  was  esta- 
blished in  1886.  By  the  deed  of 
settlement  5/.  per  share  was  pay- 
able immediately,  and  the  Directors 
were  empowered,  at  any  time,  to 
make  a  further  call  of  5/.^  and  on 
non-payment  the  shares  might  be 
forfeited.  The  shares  were  trans- 
ferable, and,  on  transfer,  the  former 
proprietor  was  released.  Legatees 
and  executors  might  sell,  but  were 
not  to  be  members  until  a  transfer 
to  them,  and  until  then,  were  not 
entitled  to  the  current  dividends. 
The  shareholders  thereby  cove- 
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named  to  observe  the  clautet  of 
the  deed.  A  shareholder  died  in 
1849,  having  specifically  be- 
queathed his  shares  to  in&ots. 
The  executors,  in  1845,  trans- 
ferred the  shares  into  their  own 
names,  and  thej  assented  to  the 
legacies.  Afterwards,  in  1848,  the 
further  call  of  6L  per  share  was 
made*  Held,  that  it  was  payable 
by  the  legatees  and  not  out  of  the 
testator's  residuary  estate,  jirm" 
strong  V.  Bwmei.  Page  4S4 

See  Calls. 

SPOLIATION. 
When  an  accounting  party  destroys 
the  accounts  before  the  matters 
have  been  finally  adjusted  and  still 
more  pending  a  litigation,  the 
Court  will  presume  everything 
most  anfavourable  to  him,  con- 
sistent with  the  established  facts. 
Gray  v.  Haig.  SI 9 

See  Account. 
Answaa. 

Principal  ahd  Aoint,  1,  2, 
4,5. 

STATUTE. 
The  general  words  of  a  statute  are 
not  to  be  so  construed  as  to  aher 
the  previous  policy  of  the  law, 
unless  no  sense  or  meaning  can  be 
put  upon  those  words  consistently 
with  the  intention  of  preserving 
the  existing  policy  untouched ;  but 
the  title  and  preamble  of  the  Ge- 
neral Inclosure  Act  being  quite 
general,  the  words  of  the  147th 
section  appear  to  be  so  general,  as 
to  make  it  impossible  to  limit  them 


to  exchanges  of  iraeiiolds  of  the 
same  species,  notwithstanding  in- 
conveniences and  seeming  injasticc 
to  parties.  Mimei  v.  Ltmam. 

PageS69 

8  &  4  W\XL  4,  c.  74. 

See  Fmxs  ahd  RBOOvxaiis 
AaoLinoir  Act,  2,  8. 
TxMAHT  IN  Tail. 
8  &  4  W\U.  4,  e.  104. 
iSef  DowsB,  4. 
Tacxino. 
8  &  4  Wm.  4,  c.  105. 

See  DowxB,  1,  2. 
1&2  Fie<.  c.  110. 

See  Allocatve. 
juoombnt. 
Tenant  in  Taiu 
8  8r9Ficl.  c.  118. 

See  ExcHANos. 
15  &  16  Viei.  c.  80. 
&e  Costs,  1. 
15  &  16  net.  c.  66. 

See  Cross-xxaicination. 
Rbvtvob. 
supplxmbnt. 

STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS. 

When  a  Defendant  is  out  of  the  juris- 
diction, and  the  bill  prays  process 
against  him,  when  he  shall  come 

.  within  it,  the  operation  of  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  is  suspended 
though  he  has  neither  been  served 
nor  appeared  in  the  suit.  Hele  v. 
Lord  Bexley,  fVhiiJield  v.  Bomyer^ 
Whitfield  V.  Knight.  127 

SUBPCENA. 
A  subpoena  duces  tecum  to  produce 
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and  testify  at  the  hearing  will  not 

be  issued  except  to  the  extent  of 

the  old  practice.     Hope  v.  LiddelL 

Page  488 

SUBSTITUTED  SERVICE. 
Personal  service  on  a  solicitor  of 
proceedings  under  a  taxation  dis- 
pensed with,  and  service  by  placing 
under  his  door  substituted.  Re 
Templeman.  57^ 

SUBSTITUTIONAL  GIFTS. 

See  Annuity,  1. 

SUPPLEMENT. 
A  decree  was  made  in  the  absence 
of  an  infant  who  was  interested ; 
nothing  having  as  yet  been  done 
under  it,  and  it  appearing  to  be 
for  her  benefit,  the  Court  made  a 
supplemental  order,  under  the  15 
&  16  Fiat.  c.  86,  s.  52,  to  carry 
on  the  decree.     Jebb  v.  Tugwell, 

461 


TACKING. 

Since  the  3  &  4  fFilL  4,  c.  104,  a 
mortgagee  of  copyholds  may  tack 
a  simple  contract  debt  to  his  mort- 
gage debt,  as  against  the  customary 
heir  or  devisee,  but  not  as  against 
specialty  creditors.  It  seems  also 
that  a  mortgagee  may  tack  a  simple 
contract  debt  to  his  mortgage  debt 
as  against  the  heir,  devisee  or  exe- 
cutor, wherever  the  equity  of  re- 
demption is  assets  in  their  hands 
for  payment  of  simple  contract 
debts.     Rolfe  v.  Chester,         610 

VOL.  XX. 


TAXATION. 

1.  ^.,  the  next  friend  of  infants  in 
a  suit,  employed  B,  as  solicitor 
therein  and  in  other  matters.  An 
order  was  made,  in  the  suit,  for 
the  taxation  and  payment  to  B.  of 
his  costs  of  suit.  Before  this  had 
been  done.  A,  obtained,  ex  parte, 
an  order  to  tax  B.'s  bill  in  all 
the  matters  in  which  he  had  been 
employed  for  A,  Held,  that  the 
order  was  regular.     In  re  Fluker. 

Page  143 

2.  By  error  and  mistake,  some  items 
were  omitted  from,  and  others  un- 
dercharged and  overcharged  in, 
a  bill  of  costs  referred  for  taxa- 
tion. On  a  petition  by  the  execu- 
tor of  the  solicitor,  liberty  was 
given  to  insert  the  omitted  items 
and  increase  those  undercharged, 
but  he  was  not  allowed  to  decrease 
the  overcharges.  The  costs  of  the 
application  were  ordered  to  be  paid 
by  the  Petitioner.     Re  WhaUey. 

576 

3.  Pending  a  taxation,  both  the  soli- 
citor and  client  died,  the  reference 
was  revived,  and  the  taxation  con- 
tinued between  the  representatives. 
Ibid. 

See  Costs,  5. 

TENANCY  IN  COMMON. 
See  Joint  Tenants. 

TENANT  FOR  LIFE. 
1.  A  testator  gave  ''  all  his  property, 
both  real  and  personal,"  to  his  wife 
for  life,  and  he  authorized  her,  with 
the  consent  of  his  executors,  to  sell 
or  exchange  "  any  part  of  his  pro- 

T  T 
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perty.*'  After  her  death,  he  gave 
''all  his  property,  both  real  and 
personal/'  to  his  daughters,  and 
afterwards  to  their  children.  Held, 
that  the  tenants  for  life  were  not 
entitled  to  enjoy  the  property  tn 
specie,  but  that  the  perishable  part 
must  be  converted.  Jebb  ▼.  Tug- 
well.  Page  84 

2.  A  testator  gave  his  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  to  his  wife  for  life,  and 
afterwards  to  his  two  daughters 
in  such  proportions  as  she  might 
direct,  and  in  default,  to  them 
equally.  Held,  that  the  wife  could 
not  appoint  the  property  to  such 
uses  as  the  daughters  (who  were 
married)  should  appoint,  so  as  to 
enable  them  to  convey  the  realty 
without  acknowledging  the  deed 
under  the  statute,  and  to  dispose 
of  a  reversionary  interest  in  the 
personalty.    Ibid, 

S,  The  Plaintiff,  a  tenant  for  life, 
having  received  five  per  cent,  on 
an  investment,  which  she  knew  to 
be  and  insisted  was  improper,  was 
ordered  to  account  for  the  excess 
beyond  four  per  cent,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  trust.  Baynard  v. 
Woolleyt     Wearing    v.   Baynard. 

583 
See  Title  Deeds. 

TENANT  IN  TAIL. 
In  a  mortgage  suit  by  a  judgment 
creditor  of  a  tenant  in  tail  in  pos- 
session, the  latter  was  ordered  to 
execute  a  disentailing  deed,  in 
order  to  give  full  effect  to  the 
Plaintiff's  charge.  Lewis  v.  Dun- 
combe.  d98 


TESTIMONY  (PERPETU- 

ATING). 

See  Evidence,  S. 

TITLE  DEEDS. 

1.  Any  remainderman  whose  estate  is 
vested  may  maintain  a  bill  against 
the  tenant  for  life,  for  the  sole  pur- 
pose of  production  and  inspection 
of  the  muniments  of  title.  If  the 
tenant  for  life  suggests  that  the 
purpose  for  which  production  is 
required  is  improper,  the  onus  is 
on  him  to  show  it.  Davis  v.  Eari 
of  Dysart.  Page  405 

St.  This  right,  however,  only  exists 
when  the  title  of  the  remainder- 
man is  undisputed ;  for  if  there  be 
a  reasonable  cause  for  litigating 
his  title,  he  cannot  compel  produc- 
tion.   Ibid. 

3.  The  mortgagee  of  A.  (an  all^^ 
remainderman)  instituted  a  suit 
against  B.  (the  alleged  tenant  for 
life)  for  the  mere  production  of 
the  title  deeds.  B.  set  up  a  bond 
fide  objection,  that  A.^s  estate  had 
become  forfeited,  and  also  that,  by 
the  terms  of  the  mortgage  deed, 
the  estates  in  question  were  not 
comprised  therein.  The  assignees 
of  A.  (who  had  become  bankrupt), 
though  interested  in  the  latter  ques- 
tion, were  not  parties  to  the  suit. 
The  Court  declined  adjudicating, 
incidentally,  on  the  Plaintiff's  right, 
and  dismissed  the  bill  with  costs. 
Ibid. 

See  Equitable  Mortoaoe,  2. 
Lien,  2,  3,  4. 

TOLLS. 

1.  Mortgagees  of  the  tolls  of  the 
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Birkenhead  Docks  held  to  have  a 
priority  over  judgment  creditors 
of  the  concern.  Ames  v.  Trustees 
of  the  Birkenhead  Docks, 

Page  3S2 

2.  In  a  suit  by  mortgagees  of  a 
dock  against  the  trustees  and  a 
judgment  creditor,  the  chairman 
was  appointed  receiver  of  the 
tolls,  with  direction  to  pay  into 
Court  the  balance,  after  paying 
the  expenses  of  carrying  on  the 
concern  and  the  interest  on  the 
mortgages.  A  judgment  creditor 
having  afterwards  proceeded  to 
attach  the  tolls  under  ''  The  Com- 
mon Law  Procedure  Act,"  was  re- 
strained by  injunction.     Ibid. 

d.  It  was  insisted,  that  the  possession 
of  the  receiver  was  either  that  of 
the  dock  company  or  of  the  mort- 
gagees, and  that  in  the  former  case 
the  judgment  creditor  ought  not 
to  be  restrained  in  the  exercise  of 
his  legal  remedies  against  the  com- 
pany, and  in  the  second,  that  the 
mortgagees  had  no  power,  under 
the  acts  of  parliament,  to  carry  on 
the  concern,  but  this  argument  was 
held  unavailing.     Ibid. 

TRACING  TRUST  MONEY. 

1.  The  produce  of  a  specific  legacy 
misapplied  by  A,,  an  administrator, 
being  traced  into  post  obit  securi- 
ties given  by  B.  to  C,  the  Court 
held  that  the  cestui  que  trust  was 
entitled  to  a  charge  on  the  securi- 
ties.   Harford  v.  Lloyd,  310 

2.  A  specific  legacy  of  6,000/.  Con- 
sols, bequeathed  to  the  Plain- 
tifis,  was   unnecessarily  and  im- 


properly sold  out  by  the  adminis- 
trator {A,)f  with  the  aid  of  B,, 
and  the  produce  carried  partly  to 
the  banking  account  of  A.,  and  the 
remainder  to  that  of  B,  A  series 
of  shuffling  of  cheques  and  transfer 
of  moneys  took  place,  but  2,908/. 
was  traced  to  B,  About  this  time 
B,  laid  out  monies  in  the  purchase 
of  a  post  (Mt  security,  and  though 
the  trust  monies  could  not  be  dis- 
tinctly traced  into  the  securities, 
yet  the  Court  held,  from  the  sus- 
picious character  of  the  transac- 
tions, that  such  was  the  just  in- 
ference, so  far  as  to  throw  on  the 
other  side  the  onus  of  disproving 
it,  and  this  not  having  been  done, 
the  Court  held,  that  the  Plaintiffs 
had  a  charge  on  the  securities  for 
the  2,908/.  and  interest.  Harford 
V.  Lloyd.  Page  310 

TRANSFER. 

See  Escrow. 

TROVER. 

In  a  suit  to  recover  specific  chattels, 
it  is  not  necessary,  as  in  trover,  to 
prove  a  conversion.  Turner  v. 
Letts,  185 

TRUSTEE. 
1.  A  trustee  cannot,  from  mere  ca- 
price, retire  from  the  performance 
of  his  trust,  without  paying  the 
costs  occasioned.  But  circum- 
stances arising  in  the  administra- 
tion of  a  trust  which  have  altered 
the  nature  of  his  duties,  justify 
him  in  leaving  it  and  entitle  him 
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to  his  costs.      Forshaw  v.  Higgin- 
son.  Page  485 

.  A  trustee  was  desirous  of  retiring, 
and  was  justified  in  so  doing, 
though  from  private  circunostances ; 
his  cestuu  que  trust  having  pre- 
vented his  retiring,  he  instituted  a 
suit  to  administer  the  trusts.  He 
was  allowed  his  costs.  Ibid. 
.  A  trustee  desirous  of  retiring,  by 
reason  of  his  want  of  confidence 
in  his  co-trustee,  cannot  safely 
effect  his  object  by  getting  such 
co-trustee  to  appoint  a  new  trustee 
in  his  place  under  a  power  vested 
in  him  for  that  purpose.  Ibid. 
.  There  is  no  such  general  rule,  that 
a  wrong-doer  cannot  file  a  bill. 
Thereupon,  if  A.  and  B.,  two  trus- 
tees, have  committed  a  breach  of 
trusty  and  are  equally  liable,  but 
B,  received  the  produce,  A,  may 
sustain  a  bill  against  B.  alone  to 
recover  the  amount,  for  the  benefit 
of  the  trust.  Baynardy,  WaoUey, 
Wearing  v.  Baynard,  583 

See  Breach  of  Trust,  2,  5,  4. 

Cost6,  5. 

Discretion. 

Escrow. 

Executor. 

Mortmain,  1 . 

Production. 

Release. 

Right  of  Pre-emption. 


UNDUE  INFLUENCE. 

I.  When  a  man  obtains,  without  con- 
sideration, a  security  from  a  lady 


to  whom  he  is  engaged  to  be  mar- 
ried, the  Court  requires  him  to 
shew  the  bonafdes  of  the  transac- 
tion. Cobbett  V.  Brock.  Page  524 
.  A  debtor  induced  a  lady,  to  whom 
he  was  engaged,  to  become  se- 
curity for  a  debt.  After  the  mar- 
riage, she  insisted  that  she  had 
been  imposed  upon.  HeM,  that 
the  only  duty  of  the  creditor  (who 
was  aware  of  the  relation  between 
the  parties)  towards  the  lady  was, 
to  see  that  she  had  proper  profes- 
sional assistance,  and  that  any  fraud 
or  misrepresentation  of  the  debtor 
in  the  transaction,  of  which  the 
creditor  had  no  notice,  did  not 
affect  his  security.     Ibid. 


VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

1.  In  the  absence  of  any  express  sti- 
pulation, the  expenses  and  out- 
goings of  property  sold  must  be 
borne  by  the  vendors,  down  to  the 
time  when  the  purchaser  could 
prudently  take  possession,  t.  e. 
down  to  the  time  when  a  good  title 
was  shewn.        Carrodus  v.  Sharp. 

56 

Z.  The  validity  of  a  leasehold  title 
depended  on  the  lessor's  assent 
to  the  assignment.  The  assent 
was  not  given  until  after  suit  by 
vendor.  Held,  that  the  vendor 
must  bear  the  rent,  rates,  taxes 
and  outgoings  down  to  the  date 
of  the  assent,  and  on  the  other 
hand,  that  the  purchaser  must  pay 
interest  from  that  time.    Ibid. 
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3.  A  purchaser,  who  had  altogether 
denied  the  vendor's  right  to  a  spe- 
cific performance,  ordered  to  pay 
the  costs  of  suit  instituted  hy  the 
vendor  for  that  purpose  down  to 
the  hearing,  although  the  title  was 
not  finally  completed  until  after 
the  decree.  Carrodau  v.  Sharp. 
Page  56 


VESTED  INTEREST. 
A  testator  gave  a  legacy  to  trustees 
for  the  maintenance  of  A.  and  B, 
during  their  minority,  "  and  when 
and  so  soon  as  the  youngest  child 
should  have  heen  bom  twenty-one 
years,"  to  ''  pay  and  divide"  it 
between  them,  if  they  should  then 
both  be  living.  But  if  either  of 
them  should  be  then  dead,  then  he 
gave  his  moiety  over  to  other  per* 
sons.  They  both  died  before  the 
youngest  would,  if  living,  have 
attained  twenty*one,  but  A.^  the 
eldest,  had  attained  that  age. 
Held,  that  A,  took  a  vested  in- 
terest, and  that  his  representatives 
were  entitled  to  a  moiety.  In  re 
Smith's  Will.  197 

See  Absolute  Interest,  2. 

VOLUNTARY  SETTLEMENT. 

See  Settled  Account. 

VOUCHERS. 

See  Principal  and  Agent,  1,  2, 
4,5. 
Spoliation. 


vol.  XX. 


WARD. 
Disinclination  of  the  Court  to  sanc- 
tion the  marriage  of  an  infant 
ward,  where  it  is  impossible  for 
him,  by  reason  of  his  infancy,  to 
settle  his  real  estate  so  as  to  go 
along  with  his  title  and  to  make 
provision  for  younger  children. 
Honywood  v.  Honywood.  Page  451 

WILL. 
See  Absolute  Interest. 
Account. 

.Annuity,  2,  4,  5,  6. 
Calls. 
Election. 
Exoneration. 
Inconsistency. 
Interest,  3. 
Intestacy. 
Issue. 

Joint  Tenants. 
Lapse  of  Time; 
Legatee. 
Maintenance. 
Merger. 
Next  of  Kin. 
Next  Presentation. 
Real  and  Personal  Estate, 

1,2. 
Real  Estate. 
Remoteness,  1. 
Residue. 

Right  of  Pre-emption. 
Satisfaction. 
Specific  Legacy. 
Tenant  for  Life. 
Vested  Interest. 

WITNESS. 
See  Answer. 
Evidence,  3. 
subpcena. 
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WRONG-DOER. 
There  is  no  such  general  rule,  that 
a  wrong-doer  cannot  file  a  bill. 
Thereupon,  if  A.  and  B.,  two 
trustees,  have  committed  a  breach 
of  trust,  and  are  equally  liable,  but 


B.  received  the  produce,  A.  may 
sustain  a  bill  against  B.  alone  to 
recover  the  amount  for  the  benefit 
of  the  trust.  Baynard  v.  WooUey^ 
Wearing  v.  Baynard.  Page  58d 
See  Account. 
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